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ABSTRACT

Moss, Jennifer D., PhD., Purdue University, December 2015. Preservice Teacher
Motivation. Major Professor: Chantal Levesque-Bristol

This dissertation project highlights some positive news about college students
who have chosen to become teachers, also known as preservice teachers. Two studies
were conducted: one that examined the students’ open-ended answers to the direct
question of why they want to become teachers; the other that examined the preservice
teachers’ motivations overall, in the context of becoming a teacher, and in the situation of
their education coursework. The findings in both studies suggest that students are
choosing teaching for positive reasons including for the social utility value of the
profession and their intrinsic interest in teaching. In addition, when examining the
mediation between global motivation and situational motivation, social utility value, as a
contextual variable, was most effective in carrying the effect from global to situational
motivation. The other positive news is that among this sample of preservice teachers,
there was minimal endorsement of negative reasons for teaching, including choosing
teaching as a fallback career and choosing teaching at the suggestion of others.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTORY PAPER

Preservice teachers, or college students who have chosen education as their major
and intend to teach kindergarten through twelfth grade, represent the majority of the
future teachers in the United States. While some teachers may enter the profession
through alternative certification programs, such as the nationwide Teach for America
program, or local initiatives, most of America’s teachers arrive at their position through
earning a degree in education at a university-based teacher education program (Institute
for Education Sciences, 2011).
Teaching is “the one profession into which people are socialized from childhood,”
(Lortie, 1975). Teaching is often described as a noble profession, one in which many
sacrifices are made for few wages. Teachers often describe being put-upon by increased
testing and paperwork demands, demanding parents, and students who are less and less
ready for school (Turner, 2015). Today’s political climate provides many reasons why a
college student might choose not to become a teacher: threat of potential layoffs,
excessive time spent on testing, and the negative way politicians portray teachers and
other public servants (Layton, 2015; Strauss, 2015).
Despite declines in enrollment in teacher preparation programs (Sawchuk, 2014),
despite fears of potential layoffs (Hahnel, Barondess, & Ramanathan, 2011), and despite
discouraging media discourse, students continue to enter colleges of education to earn
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their degrees and their teaching certificates. Are these students pursuing a
teaching certificate as a fallback career, in case their first choice does not pan out? Are
these students entering the profession out of a sense of duty or pressure from others? Or
are they interested in teaching for more self-determined, positive reasons? How do the
reasons of college students in 2014 differ from reasons given by students in the past? If
so many people leave the teaching profession, why would anyone enter it (Thomson,
Turner, & Nietfeld, 2012)?
Research focusing on preservice teachers beliefs has taken two paths. Some work
has been focused on preservice teacher beliefs in particular content areas, especially math
and science (e.g., Ambrose, 2004; Bryan, 2003; Swars, Hart, Smith, Smith, & Tolar,
2007). The second path has focused on general motivational beliefs of preservice
teachers, as well as their motivation for choosing to become professional educators. This
work took place on a steady path from the 1950s through the 1990s (Fielstra, 1955; Joram
& Gabriele, 1998; McDiarmid, 1990; Reeve, 1998; Richards, 1960; Roberson, Keith, &
Page, 1983; Wright, 1977). This dissertation is concerned with the second path (e.g.
general motivation beliefs).
While this area of scholarship was somewhat dormant, work has again begun to
focus on the beliefs about teaching and the motivations of preservice teachers (Sanger &
Osguthorpe, 2011; Thomson et al., 2012). A notable example of this resurgence is the
work by Helen Watt and Paul Richardson of Monash University in Australia. They have
developed and validated a measure known as FIT-Choice, which stands for Factors
Influencing Teaching Choice (Richardson & Watt, 2006; Watt & Richardson, 2007).
The FIT-Choice measure was created in response to concerns about potential teacher
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shortages and teacher recruitment questions, with the expectation that finding out what
motivated preservice teachers would help college and governmental agencies better
recruit more teachers (Richardson & Watt, 2006). FIT-Choice measures preservice
teachers’ motivations to teach from an expectancy-value framework and has been shown
to predict career satisfaction (Watt et al., 2012).
Literature Review
From the 1950s through the 1970s, preservice teachers reported that they were
heavily influenced by their former teachers. Fielstra, in 1955, cited the influence of
former teachers as the primary reason that college students chose teaching, he also
mentioned that students were interested in preserving the democratic way of life and
working in a field that they were interested in. Other work (Richards, 1960; Fox, 1961;
and Wright, 1977) echoed the idea that former teachers influence preservice teachers.
Wright (1977) amplified the idea, saying that self-identification with former teachers was
important. In this context, not only do students feel influenced by former teachers, those
who pursue teaching actually identify with their teachers.
During this same period, other research created the concept of the fallback career.
In 1960 Haubrich’s work he found that preservice teachers were most motivated to
choose a career in teaching because of the job security. It was the first, second, or third
most important reason chosen by nearly one-third of Haubrich’s participants. He coined
the term “mattress philosophy” as a way to describe how these preservice teachers were
choosing teaching so they could have a career to fall back upon. However, more recent
studies have shown that the fallback career is no longer a common reason for choosing
teaching (e.g., Watt & Richardson, 2007; Roberson, et al., 1983).
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As the 1980s began, researchers documented a shift toward choosing teaching for
altruism or socially positive reasons. Using a large data set, Roberson, Keith, and Page
(1983) reported a negative path from the importance of a good income to choosing
teaching. While job security was a small influence, these students did report that they
were influenced by prior teachers and that they wanted to work with friendly people.
A meta-analysis (Brookhart & Freeman, 1992) conducted on 44 studies found that
there was a consistent pattern of altruistic, service-oriented goals and intrinsic motivation
reported by preservice teachers. These researchers, in their analyses, also discovered that
students had a high level of confidence in their ability to teach, but that they expressed
more anxiety and concern about teaching subject matter than they did about how well
they would relate to their students, feeling that nurturing students was more important
than dispensing academic information.
In more modern work, Sinclair, Dowson, and McInerny (2006) found that, during
the first semester of teacher training, the top four reasons that students in their sample
were choosing to teach were the ability to work with children, the worth and value of
teaching, the intellectual stimulation teachers receive, and how the profession allows
them to help others. These authors also discovered that college students were not
negatively attracted to teaching with reasons such as how easy it is to enter the profession
or how they were dissatisfied with prior employment.
Richardson and Watt (2006) using the FIT-Choice measure, found that teachers in
their sample were not choosing teaching as a fallback career, but instead were selecting
the profession because of their teaching ability-related beliefs, their value for the personal
and social utility of teaching, and their prior positive experiences in education. They

5
found that these preservice teachers felt that teaching would be a demanding profession
with a low salary and a correspondingly low social status. These authors suggested that
those who enter teaching may have different perspectives of what constitutes the rewards
of the profession.
Current Climate for Teachers
Preservice teachers recognize that the current climate for educators is not always
positive. Enthusiastic pre-service teachers, those who see teaching as a way to benefit
students across the community, not just in school, reported that while they are very
excited about their future job, they recognized that teaching is not a well-respected
profession (Thomson et al., 2012). Conventional pre-service teachers, those who see
teaching as an interaction between teachers and students in the classroom, along with
pragmatic pre-service teachers, those who chose teaching for job security and summer
vacations, felt that teaching was demanding and emotionally stressful, carried high
accountability with high-stakes testing, high levels or bureaucracy, and a declining social
status (Thomson, et al., 2012).
Barile, in the BYU Education and Law Journal in 2013, published an essay that
discussed the legal and social consequences of publishing teacher data reports (TDR), or
rankings of teachers based on the data collected through high-stakes testing of students.
New York City’s Department of Education, in 2012, released rankings of over 18,000
teachers and in response, BYU said that this act isolated and victimized teachers by
publicly ranking their performance on one test that their students take. According to the
article, the DOE planned to use the information solely for professional development,
however, when news organizations filed freedom of information acts, the city’s DOE
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changed course and published the names and rankings of the teachers. This act caused
shame and embarrassment for teachers and decreased an already-falling school and
teacher morale.
Roberson, Keith, and Page (1983) expressed concerns that teacher candidates
seem to only be attracted to the intrinsic rewards of teaching. This sounds healthy, but if
teachers continue to be poorly compensated, these researchers worried that the number of
intrinsically motivated teachers may drop off as well.
Actions taken by former Presidential candidate and Wisconsin Governor Scott
Walker may have also decreased teacher morale (Strauss, 2015). He enacted a law called
Act 10 which decreases the power of public employee unions to bargain, and he cut the
pay to most public workers. Walker exempted police and firefighter unions from Act 10,
but not teachers. Union membership has dropped significantly since the enactment of
Act 10. Walker also suggested his experience fighting large-scale protests, presumably
the ones that erupted in conjunction with Act 10, would allow him to handle terrorists
like ISIS.
New Jersey Governor and presidential candidate Chris Christie said that teachers’
unions deserve a “punch in the face.” He went on to explain that unions only want higher
wages and benefits for their members, not increased benefits for children (Layton, 2015).
It is difficult to draw causal conclusions between these types of comments in the
media and decisions by college students to choose to enter or not enter the teaching
profession. In addition, a search of academic databases (EBSCO, Google Scholar, Gale
Cengage, and others) only yielded one article from a peer-reviewed journal (Phi Delta
Kappan) about how teachers are being blamed for all of education’s woes (Futernick,
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2010). There is scant academic work done in this area yet, perhaps because academic
work can take time to conduct once an issue has been identified. However, there are
articles that share the voices of current teachers and their advice for young people
currently considering the teaching profession. Turner (2015), an educator and author,
said that he would not consider teaching if he were entering college today. He suggested
that the blame from politicians for test scores, and the lack of support from administrators
for disruptive students are among the many reasons. In his home state of Missouri,
Turner reported that the state legislature is opening up more slots in alternative
certification programs for teachers and bringing in Teach for America teachers. Turner
said that it appears the state legislature does not think the current teachers are fit for the
position.
Theories that will help explain the students’ choices
Self-determination theory
Self-determination theory (SDT) is a way to consider motivation that focuses on
people’s innate resources in order to bring about self-regulated behavior and development
of the personality (Ryan & Deci, 2000). The founders of SDT, Edward Deci and Richard
Ryan (1985), employed empirical research methods to discover how to promote people’s
growth tendencies and psychological needs, and to discover the environments that are
best suited to support them. Deci and Ryan’s SDT work is built upon previous
motivational research (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; deCharms, 1968; Reis, 1994; White,
1963), honing in on three innate, basic psychological needs: autonomy, relatedness, and
competence (Ryan & Deci, 2000). SDT research has spread beyond laboratory settings
to include work in health and exercise (Markland & Tobin, 2010), parenting (Grolnick &
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Ryan, 1989), and workplace psychology (Trépanier, Fernet, & Austin, 2013).
Researchers in education have done extensive work using SDT (e.g., Assor, Kaplan,
Kanat-Maymon, & Roth, 2005; Levesque-Bristol & Stanek, 2009; Moss, 2010; Reeve,
Jang, Carrell, Jeon, & Barch, 2004).
A key difference between SDT and other motivational research that preceded is
that SDT does not propose motivation as a dichotomous construct, measured in degrees
to which it is present or absent, but instead recognizes levels of motivation and
orientation of motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Levels of motivation are described as
along a continuum of motivation for an activity or task, such as a college student being
intrinsically interested in taking a difficult course, or another college student completing
difficult homework only because he does not want to disappoint his professor.
Orientation of motivation looks at the type of motivation a person exhibits, ranging from
intrinsic to extrinsic. SDT posits that there are six types of motivation, which vary based
on their underlying level of motivation. When a person lacks any motivation for a task,
he is considered to be amotivated, showing the absence of motivation. If he engages in a
task for a reward or a particular outcome, this is described as extrinsic motivation and
Deci and Ryan (2000) propose four distinct types of extrinsic motivation which can also
be placed on the continuum of self-determination. When a person only engages in an
activity for the reward or to avoid punishment, this is extrinsic regulation. However, if he
engages in a task to gain social status or avoid embarrassment, this would be introjected
regulation, a type of motivation seen when the ego is very involved. Still extrinsic, but
self-determined, are identified and integrated regulation. Identified regulation describes a
behaviors performed because they are valuable. Integrated regulation is seen when a

9
person has integrated the value of the task with his own values and sees the task as a part
of himself. Lastly, intrinsic motivation is seen when a person takes on a task for the
enjoyment of the activity. (Ryan & Deci, 2000)
Self-determination theory describes autonomy, relatedness, and competence as
three basic psychological needs, all three of which are necessary for optimal well-being
(Ryan and Deci, 2000). According to Ryan and Deci (2002), the need for autonomy is
fulfilled when a person acts in accordance with her interests and integrated beliefs. Her
behavior is volitional and under her own control. The psychological need for competence
is met when a person feels effective in her dealings with the world around her (Ryan &
Deci, 2002). Relatedness is met through secure, close community with others (Ryan &
Deci, 2002).
Ryan and Deci (2002) further explain that these needs can be used to describe
environments that support or thwart a person’s growth and optimal functioning.
Focusing on educational settings, the basic psychological need for autonomy, and its
opposite, control, have been studied extensively. Students are more likely to benefit
when a situation fosters autonomous motivation instead of controlled motivation (Reeve,
2002). As teachers manage their classrooms, they can provide an environment that
supports the students’ autonomy or controls the students. There are empirically
documented ways that teachers enact these types of environments. When teachers give
the answers, hold the materials, and issue commands, the environment becomes
controlling. However, when a teacher listens, answers students’ questions, and provides
class time for independent work, the environment supports students’ autonomy. When
students are surveyed and they report autonomous motivation, benefits that accrue
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include increased creativity and retention of material, along with higher academic
achievement and self-worth (Reeve, 2002)
The current research project incorporates self-determination theory in two ways.
First, at the beginning of the study, students reported on their own overall motivational
outlook. Then, at the second wave of the study, students reported on their perceptions of
the education course they just completed, including their perceptions of the instructor’s
autonomy supportiveness, their perceptions of how well their own basic psychological
needs were met, and what their own motivation was like in the class.
Expectancy-value theory
Expectancy-value theory has its roots in achievement motivation research that
began with Atkinson (1957) and progressed into educational research by (Eccles,
Wigfield, Harold, & Blumenfeld, 1993) and Wigfield (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). It is
also provides the theoretical grounding for the FIT-Choice framework (Watt &
Richardson, 2007) that I will be using in this paper. According to expectancy-value
theory, each potential task carries with it a set of expectancies, values, and costs
(Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). Academic choices are motivated by the degree to which one
feels that she will be successful, as well as her perceptions of the task – is it of enough
value to offset the costs (Watt and Richardson, 2007; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). A
student might be more motivated to pursue a bachelor’s degree if she believes she will
graduate and it will lead to a fulfilling career.
Work completed by Eccles and Wigfield (Wigfield & Eccles, 1992; Eccles, et al.,
1993; Eccles, 2005; & Eccles & Wigfield, 1995) outlined various aspects of the concept
of value. Intrinsic value describes the enjoyment one receives from engaging in a task.
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This might be described as the enjoyment our hypothetical student gets out of studentteacher practicum experiences.
Utility value (Eccles, et al., 1993) is the future value one will accrue for having
completed the task. She may value the work of earning her teaching certificate because
she knows she will be able to get a teaching job upon graduation. When one desires to do
well on a task, this describes attainment value (Eccles, et al., 1993), which our student
would demonstrate as she stays up late revising lesson plans in order to earn an A in her
student teaching course. Lastly, the term cost refers to the effort and sacrifices necessary
to engage in or complete a task. In this scenario, cost would be described as the loans she
needs to incur to pay for her degree, as well as the other opportunities that she is not
engaging in as she earns her degree in education, i.e., a degree in engineering.
When factor analysis was applied to expectancy-value theory Eccles and Wigfield
(1995) concluded that there are three higher-order factors: expectancy/ability beliefs,
subjective task value, and perceived task difficulty. It is worth noting that these higher
order constructs, as well as the various sub-descriptions of value, are based on a person’s
belief, and not on an objective standard, or indeed, reality (Eccles, et al., 1993). This
study incorporates expectancy-value theory at wave one by asking preservice teachers to
describe the reasons they have chosen to become a teacher and describe their satisfaction
with their choice to become teachers.
It is hypothesized that these theories will be additive and lead to complementary
predictions, rather than working at odds with each other, or exposing different
predictions. By expanding our focus to examine more than one theoretical framework in
the same study, we can come away with a richer picture of the subject being studied.
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These projects will examine the motivations of preservice teachers. Students
being trained today as teachers will have the ability to enter the teaching profession,
replacing teachers who retire or leave the profession. Some of these college students may
have an autonomy supportive outlook already. Some may have chosen to enter the
teaching profession for all the right reasons. Other students may be harboring a
controlling world view. It is valuable to examine the existing beliefs of preservice
teachers, in concert with their reasons for entering teaching, in order to inform collegiate
teacher education programs. These teacher education programs may in turn choose to
focus on helping their students develop and maintain autonomy-supportive mindsets, as
well as more self-determined reasons for teaching. The value of developing and
maintaining autonomy supportive teaching has been shown in many research studies.
Teachers who provide autonomy support in the classroom have students who experience
increased need satisfaction, greater engagement, and achievement (e.g., Cheon, Reeve,
Yu, & Jang, 2014; Skinner & Belmont, 1993; Vansteenkiste, Simons, Lens, Soenens, &
Matos, 2005).
Goals of these two papers
This dissertation is presented in two papers. Paper one examines the FIT-Choice
(Watt & Richardson, 2007) open-ended statement and views it through multiple lenses,
including the original FIT-Choice survey measure. Paper two broadens the outlook on
preservice teacher motivation by incorporating the FIT-Choice survey measure with selfdetermination theory in Vallerand’s (1997) hierarchical model of motivation. A final
discussion of the dissertation is included after the two papers.
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Qualitative paper
The goal of the qualitative paper is to initiate work with the open-ended question from
the FIT-Choice measure (Watt & Richardson, 2007). The open-ended question has not
been examined in a research context previously (Personal Communication, H.M.G. Watt,
2015). This will be done in three steps. First, thematic codes from the text of the openended answers, and the responses will be reviewed the answers with this lens. Using the
Inner Compass coding scheme (Assor, 2015) the answers will be related to selfdetermination theory. And, a coding system will be developed from the FIT-Choice
survey questions (Watt & Richardson, 2007), which will allow the open-ended answers to
be compared to the preservice teachers’ survey responses. As this paper is an exploratory
study with a measure that has not been studied before, there are goals but not hypotheses.
Quantitative paper
The goal of the quantitative paper is to understand and explore the motivational
factors that influence the choice of teaching as a career, and the relationship between
utility and other motivational constructs as measured by self-determination theory and the
FIT-Choice measure. Working from Vallerand’s hierarchical model of motivation, the
current study will examine the preservice teachers’ global motivation and how it predicts
their situational motivation with measures grounded in self-determination theory. Then,
the contextual motivation, measured by the FIT-Choice scale (Watt & Richardson, 2007)
will be added as a mediator in the model and the level of mediation will be examined.
There are two hypotheses for the quantitative paper. First, the preservice teachers’ global
motivation will be correlated with their situational motivation. Second, the FIT-Choice
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measure will have at least one factor that mediates this relationship, fulfilling the
hierarchical model of motivation.
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CHAPTER 2. I WAS TOLD TO FIND WHAT BROKE MY HEART AND FIX IT.
COLLEGE STUDENTS EXPLAIN WHY THEY WANT TO BECOME
TEACHERS

ABSTRACT

Using the open-ended question from the FIT-Choice scale (Watt & Richardson, 2007) for
the first time, this study presents an examination of why college students are choosing
teaching as a career, in their own voice. Over 100 responses were analyzed with three
different coding systems: thematic coding from the text, Inner Compass coding system
(Assor, 2015) and a coding system that was generated from the FIT-Choice survey
questions. Two raters reliably coded independently. Across the three coding systems,
students chose teaching as a career because they truly want to teach and want to help.
They are motivated by the ability to make a difference in the world through teaching, and
they have chosen teaching volitionally. The coding system based on the FIT-Choice
provided similar answers as the quantitative FIT-Choice measure with social utility value
and intrinsic career value ranking first and second in the open-ended coding and the same
motives ranking second and first respectively on the quantitative survey scale.
Keywords: FIT-Choice, thematic coding, Inner Compass, self-determination
theory, expectancy value theory, preservice teachers
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Teaching is often described as a noble profession, one in which many sacrifices
are made for few wages. Teachers often describe being put-upon by increased testing
and paperwork demands, demanding parents, and students who are less and less ready for
school. Today’s political climate provides many reasons why a college student might
choose not to become a teacher: threat of potential layoffs, excessive time spent on
testing, and the negative way politicians portray teachers and other public servants
(Layton, 2015; Westervelt, 2015). Despite declines in enrollment in teacher preparation
programs (Sawchuk, 2014), despite fears of potential layoffs (Po, 2012), and despite
discourse from some politicians that may be seen as anti-teacher (Layton, 2015), some
students do enter colleges of education to earn their degrees and their teaching
certificates. Are these students pursuing a teaching certificate as a fallback career, in case
their first choice does not pan out? Are these students entering the profession out of a
sense of duty or pressure from others? Or are they interested in teaching for more selfendorsed, positive reasons?
In order to better understand the decisions of collegiate pre-service teachers, they
were asked to share their reasons for entering the profession. As a part of a larger study,
students enrolled in three different initial teacher preparation courses at a large
Midwestern university were asked to complete the following question: Please briefly
state your main reason(s) for choosing to become a teacher. This question is from the
FIT-Choice (Watt & Richardson, 2007) assessment that was designed to better
understand why students choose teaching as a career. The FIT-Choice includes this one
open-ended question as well as 50+ questions that students answer on a seven point
Likert scale with their level of agreement or disagreement. As the participants in the
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study not only completed the open-ended question but also the Likert-scale questions,
answers can be compared across the two sets. Importantly, this is the first study to assess
the open-ended question that is part of the FIT-Choice measure. The authors of the
measure have been collecting the data since they began using the measure (Richardson &
Watt, 2006), but have not been able to analyze the open-ended questions (H.M.G. Watt,
Personal communication).
Literature Review
There is a large body of literature detailing why college students choose a career
in teaching. In the mid-1950s, Fielstra (1955) found that students were influenced by
friends and family who thought they should be teachers, along with accounts in the media
that suggested there was a need for teachers. These students were not influenced by the
money that they would make in the profession, but they cited the short work weeks and
the summers off as reasons for choosing teaching. Since Fielstra’s work, researchers
have reported that college students chose to become teachers for a variety of reasons,
from altruism (Brookhart & Freeman, 1992) to social influence (Schutz, Crowder, &
White, 2001), to enjoying the subject they will teach (Kyriacou, Hultgren, & Stephens,
1999) all to way to finding a fallback career (Haubrich, 1960).
Following several cohorts of United Kingdom teachers from 1960 to 1990, there
were significant drop-offs in how many college students chose education as a field of
study (Chevalier, Dolton, & McIntosh, 2007). At the time the article was written, there
was a deficit of 34,000 teachers in the UK. Watt and Richardson (2007) who developed
the Factors Influencing Teaching Choice, or FIT-Choice framework, also focused on
solving teacher shortages. Their framework provides a fine-grained analysis of what
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motivates preservice teachers, or college students pursuing a teaching certification, into
choosing a career in education.
It is no surprise that attention is being paid to ways to solve the teacher shortages.
The current climate for teachers in the United States is poor. Teachers have become
political pawns in elections and budget crises. They report that the curricula they are
required to teach consist of administering practice tests in preparation to take the
standardized tests (Turner, 2015). Job satisfaction among teachers has been declining
steadily during the period between 2008 and 2012, from 62% of teachers reporting being
satisfied, to only 39% (MetLife, 2013). McDiarmid, the dean of the School of Education
at the University of North Carolina, shared that he feels that teachers have become easy
targets for politicians and the media. New Jersey Governor Chris Christie even went so
far as to suggest that teachers’ unions deserve a punch in the face for being the “single
most destructive force in public education” (Layton, 2015). As a final example,
Wisconsin Governor Scott Walker, another presidential candidate, said that since he had
shown how he could take on teachers and other public workers who were protesting
budget cuts, he could take on global terrorism (Strauss, 2015). Perhaps it should be no
surprise that enrollments in colleges of education around the country are falling
(Sawchuk, 2014; Sobota & Coulter, 2013).
Theoretical and Methodological Backgrounds
In this study, three frameworks were used which come from three theoretical
backgrounds. First, grounded theory was employed to identify themes directly from the
text of the participants’ responses. This type of coding is referred to as thematic coding.
According to Charmaz (2003), grounded theory is a flexible method for extracting
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themes from your data that are grounded in your texts. Inductive grounded theory allows
researchers to approach their data without preconceived notions, and develop codes to
use when working with the data from their reading of the texts (Bernard, 2006).
Grounded theory was used to develop the thematic codes from the text.
The Inner Compass coding system (Assor, 2015) is grounded in Selfdetermination theory (SDT; Ryan & Deci, 2000). This theory states that when people
engage in volitional choices in their lives, people will experience greater well-being.
This sense of agency is referred to as autonomy, and according to Assor (2012) autonomy
has two key factors. First, people want to believe that they have volitional control over
the decisions that they make in their lives. Second, people work toward developing and
achieving values that are true to themselves and give them a feeling of purpose and
direction in life.
Thirdly, Factors Influencing Teaching Choice, or FIT-Choice (Watt &
Richardson, 2007), has its foundation in expectancy-value theory (Wigfield & Eccles,
2000). According to Watt & Richardson (2007) the authors of the FIT-Choice
framework, key reasons why people choose to undertake an activity or an academic
subject are their belief or expectancy of success and their value for the task. The FITChoice framework allows researchers to identify the values that preservice teachers hold
for different aspects of a teaching career (Richardson & Watt, 2006). In the current
study, the FIT-Choice framework was used to derive a coding scheme for the open-ended
question, and for comparison of the survey responses to the open-ended responses.
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Contribution of This Research
This research project is important for several reasons. First, it represents a unique
opportunity to study the open-ended responses of over 100 students on the Fit-choice
measure. Frequently, qualitative work focuses on depth, not breadth, with small numbers
of participants e.g. (Schutz et al., 2001; Whitbeck, 2000). However, because the openended question was part of a survey that was administered to many students, a large
number of responses were available for analyses. Another reason this study is important
is that it presents an opportunity to understand why some students are choosing teaching
in their own words. These responses will be coded using the three coding systems
described above, which will provide multiple lenses from which to examine students’
answers. Lastly, according to one of the FIT-Choice authors (H.M.G. Watt, personal
communication, April 5, 2015) the open-ended responses from the measure have not yet
been examined, although they have been collected in all studies using the FIT-Choice.
Previously, the attention has only been on the survey/quantitative data. Working with
both sets of responses will provide a more well-rounded picture of students’ motivation
for a teaching career, and provide the ability to compare the open-ended responses to the
quantitative FIT-Choice responses to see if responses are consistent or if open-ended
answers differ from survey responses.
Goals of this study
The first goal is to initiate research with the open-ended question from the FITChoice measure (Watt & Richardson, 2007) and to hear, in their own words, why college
students today still want to become teachers. The second goal is to analyze the answers
with multiple coding schemes to look for common themes. The third goal of this project
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is to compare the open ended answers to the FIT-Choice survey responses to see if there
are similarities to how students have answered the questions.

Method
Participants
Students were recruited from 3 of the 5 introductory teacher preparation courses
at a large, Midwestern R-1 university. A short presentation was given at the end of class
and students returned a form indicating that they were interested in participating. Those
who were interested were sent the surveys, which included the open-ended question
under examination in this paper. Of the possible 219 students, 112 students participated.
Table 2.1 (see Appendix A) shows that most students were White, women, not Latino,
and sophomores.

Measures
The main measure in this exploratory study is the open-ended question from the
FIT-Choice (Watt & Richardson, 2007) framework. The text of the question is “Please
briefly state your main reason(s) for choosing to become a teacher.” It is important to
note that students were not biased by the FIT-Choice survey in responding to the openended question. The open-ended question is the first question of the FIT-Choice survey
and comes at the beginning, before other reasons for choosing teaching are shown to the
participant.
In addition, the open-ended responses will be compared to the survey-style
responses from the FIT-Choice framework (Watt & Richardson, 2007). These questions
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come after the open-ended question, and ask students about what has influenced their
interest in choosing a career in teaching, what their beliefs are about teaching, and their
decision to become a teacher. The complete scale, along with the demographic
questionnaire that the participants completed, is reproduced in Appendix C.
Design/Procedure
The 112 responses were analyzed using content analysis, a method that is used in
qualitative and quantitative research. Simply put, content analysis is the act of analyzing
the content of a particular text. Texts can be lengthy, like entire books, or short, like the
responses in this study. However, it has been said that shorter passages are easier to code
because larger passages provide more and more varying data (Weber, 1990). In the case
of the responses that were obtained to the open-ended question used in the current study,
the unit of analysis is the entire statement, because the statements are brief. Longer
passages would require divisions for specific units of analysis (Bernard, 2006).
Three frameworks were used in the coding of these open-ended responses. As
was referenced earlier in the paper, grounded theory (Charmaz & Smith, 2003) was used
to create the thematic codes from the text. Inductive grounded theory (Bernard, 2006)
allowed the author to examine the texts and identify themes. The Inner Compass system
(Assor, 2015) was designed to be used to code short responses about future aspirations
and was used in much the same way. The FIT-Choice survey measure (Richardson &
Watt, 2006), and the factors that were identified formed the basis for forming the FITChoice coding system.
Prior to the beginning of coding, a codebook was created. This codebook
describes the codes for each system and which types of statements would be exemplars of
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that particular code. The codebook also explained the process for coding when the
statement appears to be referencing two or more codes. The second rater completed a
one-hour training session with the author of the study in order to understand the different
coding schemes and the specific codes for each scheme. The author and the second rater
also reviewed and agreed upon the hierarchy of coding for each coding scheme. The
codebook and students’ responses were provided by the author to the second coder, and
both of them coded the answers independently.
Originally, the responses were to be coded by printing them on slips of paper and
sorting them into categories. However, upon trying this simplistic method, it was
discovered that many students’ responses fell into more than one category, making this
process cumbersome. It was also deemed to be too difficult to code 112 responses in this
fashion. Instead, the responses were loaded into separate rows in a database program and
notes were taken directly in the database.
Thematic Coding System. The first system to be used on the data was the
thematic coding system, based on grounded theory. Four themes arose from the data
when examining the open-ended answers. The codes were designed to be mutually
exclusive so that accurate comparisons of why the students chose teaching could be
made. If responses had been allowed to be coded into multiple categories, then the
patterns in the data would have been difficult to discern. By only allowing responses to
be coded into only one category, this allowed the classification of the answers into clear
categories of reasons for choosing teaching. Table 2.2 (Appendix A) contains the four
themes that were extracted from the data.
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These categories were set up to be hierarchical. If someone is choosing teaching
as a career, he should at least like kids. The next level which was identified as having a
desire to help kids also implies that the person likes kids. If a person likes children, and
wants to help them, he or she may want to take on the role of being a teacher. And, if
they are interested in taking on the role of being a teacher, they might also say that they
were influenced by a previous teacher. Each statement level supersedes the previous one
and includes that motivation as well. If the statement does not fit the classifying system
at all, it is labeled unclassified. The hierarchy is only called upon if a student has written
a statement that contains multiple themes. Raters read the items, and chose the theme
that offered the best fit, referring to the hierarchy if there were multiple themes in the
answer.
Inner Compass Coding System. Once the thematic coding was completed, the
Inner Compass (Assor, 2015) coding system, based on self-determination theory (Ryan &
Deci, 2000) was the initial choice for an coding system that does not emanate directly
from the data, as it taps into why a person might choose an important goal, via a selfdetermination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) framework. Developing an inner compass is
vital because this compass helps direct people toward clear values and interests (Assor,
2012) which can help them honestly evaluate situations and become more independent
(Reeve & Assor, 2011).
The Inner Compass coding system (Assor, 2015) is designed to assess more
general life goals. The participant would be asked to provide a goal and then describe
why it was important to him or her. Then the reasons would be coded using a scheme
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that expands upon the self-determination theory view of extrinsic and intrinsic
motivations.
Following the work by Assor and colleagues (2015), the responses in the current
study were coded as controlled, self-determined, neutral or unclassified. Controlled
answers included those which would be seen as highly extrinsic (e.g., seeking wealth and
fame), moderately extrinsic (e.g., seeking a job with good income), or slightly intrinsic
(e.g. seeking a job that provides for a family). Self-determined answers would include
those seen as highly intrinsic (e.g., making a meaningful contribution), moderately
intrinsic (e.g., seeking to be a life-long learner), and slightly intrinsic (e.g., looking for a
job to enjoy). Between the extrinsic and intrinsic classifications, there is also a category
for neutral, when a participant gives an answer that contains both intrinsic and extrinsic
elements, such as “seeking a profession that I am passionate about that pays a very good
salary.” Raters independently read the items and decided into which of these four
categories the answer best fit.
FIT-Choice Derived Coding. Since the open-ended statement comes from the
FIT-Choice measure (Watt & Richardson, 2007) a coding scheme derived from the FITChoice scale was created. It is a goal of this research to determine how well the openended responses of the participants’ meshed with their answers on the quantitative
portion of the FIT Choice measure.
The FIT-Choice quantitative questions are grouped into several constructs. The
constructs that were most clearly related to answers provided on the open-ended question
were used as classification categories for students’ responses. These constructs, which
are theorized to influence motivation for choosing teaching, included personal utility
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value, social utility value, and intrinsic career value. The descriptions for “how to code”
using these categories were taken from the text of the FIT-Choice questions which loaded
on these constructs. See Table 2.3 in Appendix A for categories and sample questions
from original text.
The raters then read over the items, and referred to the hierarchy in Table 2.4 (see
Appendix A) if there were responses that could be coded in more than one category. As
with the thematic coding, both raters discussed the hierarchy prior to coding and agreed
upon the order. The hierarchy was only used when an item referenced two categories,
and Table 2.4 provides an explanation for the order in the hierarchy.
Results
Reliability
Reliability for each coding system was first calculated based upon the raters’
initial, independent coding. Then, once reliabilities were calculated, the raters met to
discuss their codings and to come to consensus. Results for the consensus codes are the
ones which will be reported.
Thematic coding. The reliabilities for the thematic coding were the highest of
the three coding systems. Two reliability statistics were calculated for each coding
system, a kappa and Cronbach alpha. For the kappa statistics, values greater than .60 are
considered adequate (McHugh, 2012). For Cronbach alpha, values greater than .70 are
considered adequate (Johnson & Christensen, 2012). For the thematic coding the kappa
was equal to .88, and the alpha was equal to .96. These values are high, representing
good reliability. This may have been due to the fact that there were only five categories,
allowing the raters to differentiate among the responses, without reducing the reliability
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with more categories. All five categories were used during the coding of the responses.
Table 2.5 (see Appendix A) shows the distribution of the coded responses along with
samples from each category. In this case, close to half of the students, that is 44%, said
that they chose teaching because they wanted to teach. This was the highest
categorization in the thematic coding hierarchy and according to our coding system, we
would also hypothesize that the students also wanted to help and liked kids.. A slightly
smaller but still important percentage of students, 38%, mentioned being interested in
helping children. These students indicated that they want to be of service to children but
did not specifically mention school or classrooms. If they finish their teacher education,
these preservice teachers may be among some of those who leave the profession early, as
their reasons were not focused on teaching. Students who were inspired by other teachers
constituted 13% of the sample, and students who like children, 6%. The three
unclassified answers were 3% of the sample.
Inner Compass coding. The reliabilities for the Inner Compass (Assor, 2015)
coding were not found to be adequate. The kappa value was equal to .327 and the alpha
value was equal to .065. This was the least reliable of the set of coding systems used.
This is likely due to the fact that there was almost no variability in the answers provided
by the participants, as can be seen in Table 2.6. A Krippendorf’s alpha was also
calculated, but it was also poor.
The coding system devised by Assor and colleagues (2015), does not seem to be
suited to capture the narrow range of reasons provided by pre-service teachers. Their
coding system was designed for a wider variety of life goals, where the reasons for
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pursuing these goals would be more diverse.. In a sample such as the one in this current
project, the students had already defined their goal to become a teacher by enrolling in a
teacher education course.
Table 2.6 (see Appendix A) contains the breakdown of the responses and a
sample response from the participants. While the reliability was weak, it was a positive
sign to see that preservice teachers in this sample were choosing to become a teacher for
reasons that were coded as overwhelmingly autonomous and self-determined.
FIT-Choice Coding. The reliabilities for the FIT-Choice coding, derived from
Watt and Richardson’s FIT-Choice measure (2007), were found to be excellent. The
kappa was equal to .66 and the Cronbach alpha = .86. The slightly lower result for the
kappa from the FIT-Choice compared to the thematic coding may be attributed to the
larger number of categories derived from the FIT-choice.. There were eight possible
categories for the FIT-Choice derived coding system. Table 2.7 (see Appendix A) shows
which codes were used, how many responses were coded into each category, and sample
responses for each category. It is worth noting at the beginning of the discussion that no
student responses were coded into the fallback career category. An overwhelming
percentage of student responses, 66%, were coded into the social utility value category.
Intrinsic career value was the second highest category, with 24% of the responses coded
in this category.
FIT-Choice Comparisons. The third goal of this study is to compare the openended answers categorized with the thematic coding with the results obtained from the
quantitative portion of the FIT-Choice measure (Richardson & Watt, 2006) that was part
of the same administration. At the initial data collection, students answered the open-
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ended question first, before beginning answering the Likert-type survey questions, as
dictated by the FIT-Choice protocol.
Comparing the open-ended and the survey answers side by side is useful and
enlightening. It is important to remember that for the open-ended coding, the raters were
limited to one category, so any given answer could have had multiple reasons, but was
only coded by the highest point on the hierarchy. For the survey, the students were asked
to respond to 54 items which they rated on a Likert-type scale from 1 as not at all
important to 7 as extremely important. The survey, then, collects students thoughts about
all of the potential reasons for choosing teaching, rather than coding their answer into one
category. In order to compare the answers side by side, Table 2.8 shows the categories
and the rank order for each measure. In the case of the open-ended measure, the order
was derived from the number of participants whose answer was coded in that category.
In the case of the survey measure, the number represents the order of the mean of the
responses for that category.
From examining Table 2.8 (Appendix A), it can be seen that the sample of
preservice teachers examined in this study gave similar responses whether asked in an
open-ended format or with a Likert scale survey about their reasons for choosing
teaching. With either methodology, preservice teachers tend to generally endorse social
utility value, intrinsic career value, and prior teaching and learning. Worth nothing is that
students, when completing both their open-ended and survey responses, were least likely
to endorse personal utility value and fallback reasons for their choice to become teachers.
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Discussion
There were three goals of this current paper: initiate research with the FITChoice open-ended question and examine the preservice teachers’ answers; to use
multiple coding systems to categorize the answers and look for common themes across
the three coding systems; and, compare the initial open-ended FIT-Choice coding with
the answers that the same students provided on the FIT-Choice survey (Watt &
Richardson, 2007).
The first goal, to initiate research and examine the answers to the open-ended
question, was met. Responses from 112 pre-service teachers were read carefully as a
codebook for three different coding systems was created. Answers were coded and each
coding system was examined to see which categories received the most codes. The
preservice teachers voices were clearly heard through their responses. These students are
a group that values teaching for the way it can improve society. They have said that they
want to teach and want to help children. And, that they are choosing this profession
autonomously.
The second goal was to look across the three coding systems for common themes.
Two common themes were identified. First, the categories “inspired by other teachers,”
from the thematic coding, and “previous teaching and learning experiences” from the
FIT-Choice coding attracted few responses. Four responses were coded in this category
in the FIT-Choice scheme, and 15 were coded similarly in the thematic coding.
Considering that the sample contains 112 participants, these are small numbers. While
this question is not included in every measure of why college students become teachers
(Sinclair, Dowson, & McInerney, 2006; Thomson, Turner, & Nietfeld, 2012), it is a
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question included in many and the numbers reported by these college students are lower
than other prior research. Research from Canada (Stiegelbauer, 1992) detected that
teachers were role models from a sample of 203 responses about why these college
students were entering the profession. More than half of the students, 54%, in a 1990
study (Hayes, 1990) said that they were influenced to choose the profession by previous
teachers. Watt & Richardson (2007) the authors of the FIT-Choice measure, reported
that in a study of two preservice teacher populations, the mean number of those who
answered the survey questions regarding prior teachers was at a mean of 5.09 and 5.07.
The students in this study reported a mean of 5.5 on the survey measure. While the
number of respondents whose answers were coded in this category was small on the
open-ended measure was small, the same students reported a high mean value for the
same construct. Future research is needed to clarify the relationship between the openended and survey measures.
The second common theme looking across the three coding schemes is that this
group of preservice teachers is making the choice to teach for positive reasons. The Inner
Compass (Assor, 2015) coding results indicated that the students in this sample were
choosing teaching for reasons that were autonomous and self-determined. Their choices
were made volitionally and were not made due to outside pressures such as money or
satisfying others. From the lens of the FIT-Choice derived coding, the results indicated
that students were choosing teaching for the social utility value. Their responses included
ways that they could improve society such as helping special needs students and teaching
children to think for themselves. Coding of the responses with the thematic coding
scheme demonstrated that 87 of the 112 students were choosing teaching either because
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they want to teach or that they want to help children. Taken together, these are very
positive reasons for choosing a difficult career during a difficult time. As was discussed
previously, politicians are demeaning teachers, and while the amounts of paperwork and
testing increase, teachers are losing control of their classrooms. However, the students in
this study are still choosing to teach. It is worth considering if the climate that
downgrades teaching is making students more stalwart in their interest in teaching or if
these are the stalwart preservice teachers that are always enrolled in colleges of
education. As was also noted previously, enrollment in teacher preparation programs has
decreased lately. Perhaps if there were not a drop in preservice teachers happening,
numbers of students choosing teaching for less adaptive reasons would be seen. Since
the climate for teachers is not as positive as it has been previously, it may be that the
students who would have provided answers in the fallback and personal utility value
categories are choosing different college majors now.
The third goal of this paper was to compare the FIT-Choice open-ended coding
scheme developed for this study to the original FIT-Choice survey. The majority of the
categories were similar in the order of responses and mean answer scores. As this is an
exploratory project, further work will be required to determine if there is a difference
between social utility value having the most coded responses and intrinsic career value
having the highest mean score of all the survey categories. Additionally, it will be
interesting to see if ability is consistently as low in the open-ended responses and high in
the survey.

36
Limitations
There are two key limitations that this current paper has. First, while the sample
size is adequate, the students are all from one university’s teacher education program.
This limits the ability to generalize the findings beyond these students. Future work
should include much larger samples of students across multiple universities in order to
enhance generalizability of the open-ended response results.
The second limitation is that this is an exploratory study. The open-ended
responses had not been analyzed before. While this makes this project important and
allows it to fill a gap in the literature, also limits this project’s applicability to other
situations.
This initial examination of the open-ended question on the FIT-Choice scale
(Watt & Richardson, 2007) has added to the work in preservice teacher motivation by
adding students’ own words to the reliable and oft-used FIT-Choice survey measure.
These responses were coded into three schemes, including one that was derived from the
FIT-Choice survey measure. The two FIT-Choice measures were compared and found to
be fairly similar in the way that the participants’ answers are ordered by the two systems.
Additional work will help determine the uses for this open-ended question. However,
considering how informative the analyses were with the three coding systems, the FITChoice open-ended measure could yield important results in future research studies.
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CHAPTER 3. GLOBAL, CONTEXTUAL, AND SITUATIONAL MOTIVATION
AMONG PRESERVICE TEACHERS: EXAMINING THE INFLUENCE OF
GLOBAL MOTIVATION ON REASONS FOR CHOOSING TEACHING, AND
STUDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR EDUCATION COURSEWORK

ABSTRACT

Preservice teachers early in their teacher-preparation coursework were surveyed about
their global, contextual, and situational motivation. They answered questionnaires about
their overall motivational orientation, their reasons for choosing teaching as a career
track, and their perceptions of education coursework. Self-determination theory (SDT:
Deci & Ryan, 1985) and, from SDT, Vallerand’s hierarchical model of motivation
(Vallerand, 1997; Vallerand & Ratelle, 2002) were used as frameworks. Overall, the
findings indicate that the more globally self-determined students reported being, the more
their needs for relatedness, competence, and somewhat for autonomy, were met in their
education coursework. The more globally self-determined students also reported high
levels of self-determined motivation for being in the course, and considered the course to
be more student-centered. When the contextual motivation variable, derived from the
Factors Influencing Teaching Choice (Watt & Richardson, 2007) was included, choosing
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teaching for its social utility value mediated each path: from global motivation to
whether basic psychological needs were met; from global motivation to the perceived
learning climate; and from global motivation to the level of motivation a student reported
for the education coursework.
Keywords: self-determination theory, FIT-Choice, social utility value, preservice
teachers, choosing teaching, global motivation, contextual motivation, situational
motivation

41
College students who are preparing to become teachers often find that their motives are
examined by many people (Book & Freeman, 1986; Fielstra, 1955; Watt & Richardson,
2007). Students majoring in other pre-professional programs, such as nursing and
engineering, find themselves the subject of similar research (Boughn, 2001; Matusovich,
Streveler, & Miller, 2010). Answers to the question of why students pursue teaching as a
career path are often asked with the goal of remedying teacher shortages (Manuel &
Hughes, 2006) or attracting high-quality applicants to the field (Roberson, Keith, & Page,
1983).
There is a wealth of research that has examined why college students want to
become teachers. Labels such as extrinsic, intrinsic, and altruistic have been used to
describe their motives (Harms & Knobloch, 2005). Students can either choose teaching
because of the extrinsic rewards such as having their summers off, intrinsic rewards such
as enjoying being with children, or the altruistic rewards of helping future generations.
Other work (Haubrich, 1960) suggested that for some students who were choosing
teaching as a career track, they were doing so because of the mattress option, otherwise
known as a fall-back career. Perhaps these students were pursuing an additional college
major with a less-secure job market or they had no clear desire to pursue any major, so
they were pursuing teaching in order to have a line of work available upon graduation.
Among these studies of why college students choose teaching, the FIT-Choice (Watt &
Richardson, 2007) provides the most fine-grained analysis.
However, these studies generally examine only the contextual motivation
regarding students’ choice to be in a teacher education program. While the FIT-Choice
scale includes items assessing somewhat more distal factors such as the influence of prior
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teachers and prior social influences, as well as the students’ satisfaction with their choice,
these items are primarily focusing on the context of choosing teaching as a career.
Using self-determination theory, the purpose of the present paper is to examine
preservice teachers’ motivation broadly. This study has embedded the choice to become
a teacher in the center of a comprehensive model. This model includes the much more
distal global motivation and the more proximal and focused situational motivation of
educational coursework. This follows work by Vallerand (1997) in which he posited a
hierarchical model of motivation, moving from global, through contextual, and ending at
situational motivation.
Review of Literature
Self-determination theory (SDT) focuses on people’s innate resources in order to
bring about self-regulated behavior and development of the personality (Ryan & Deci,
2000b). The founders of SDT, Edward Deci and Richard Ryan (1985), employed
empirical research methods to discover how to promote people’s growth tendencies and
psychological needs, and to develop the environments that are best suited to support
them. Deci and Ryan’s SDT work is built upon previous motivational research (e.g.,
Baumeister & Leary, 1995; deCharms, 1968; Reis, 1994; White, 1963) honing in on three
innate, basic psychological needs: autonomy, relatedness, and competence (Ryan &
Deci, 2000). SDT research has spread beyond laboratory settings to include work in
health and exercise (Markland & Tobin, 2010), parenting (Grolnick & Ryan, 1989), and
workplace psychology (Trépanier, Fernet, & Austin, 2013). Researchers in education
have done extensive work using SDT (Assor, Kaplan, Kanat-Maymon, & Roth, 2005;
Levesque-Bristol & Stanek, 2009; Reeve, Jang, Carrell, Jeon, & Barch, 2004).
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A key difference between SDT and other motivational research that preceded it is
that SDT does not propose motivation as a dichotomous construct, measured in degrees
to which it is present or absent, but instead identifies types of motivation and
motivational orientations (Ryan & Deci, 2000). The different types of motivations are
aligned on a continuum of motivation, from an absence of self-determination
(amotivation) to the prototype of self-determination (intrinsic motivation). SDT posits
that there are six types of motivation along the continuum. When a person lacks any
motivation for a task, he is considered to be amotivated. SDT (Ryan & Deci, 2000a)
proposes the existence of four distinct types of extrinsic motivation which can also be
placed on the continuum of self-determination. The commonality among the extrinsic
types of motivation is that the tasks are performed as a means to an end. The distinction
is that some of these means are not self-determined (external regulation, introjection) and
some are (identification, integration). When a person only engages in an activity for the
reward or to avoid punishment, this is extrinsic regulation. However, if a person engages
in a task to gain social status or avoid embarrassment, this would be introjected
regulation, a type of motivation seen when the ego is very involved. Still extrinsic but
considered self-determined are identified and integrated regulation. Identified regulation
describes behaviors performed because they are valued. Integrated regulation is seen
when people have integrated the value of the task with their own values and see the task
as a part of themselves. Lastly, intrinsic motivation, the prototypical motivation, is seen
when people take on a task solely for the enjoyment of the activity (Ryan & Deci, 2000a)
see Table 3.1 in Appendix B.
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Self-determination theory proposes autonomy, relatedness, and competence as
three basic psychological needs, all three of which are necessary for optimal well-being
(Ryan & Deci, 2000). According to Deci and Ryan (2002), the need for autonomy is
fulfilled when people act in accordance with their interests and integrated beliefs. Their
behavior is volitional and under their own control. The psychological need for
competence is met when people feel effective in their dealings with the world around
them (Deci & Ryan, 2002). Relatedness is met through secure, close community with
others (Deci & Ryan, 2002).
Deci and Ryan (2002) further explain that these needs can be used to describe
environments that support or thwart a person’s growth and optimal functioning.
Focusing on educational settings, the basic psychological need for autonomy, and its
opposite, control, have been studied extensively. Students are more likely to benefit
when a situation fosters autonomous motivation instead of controlled motivation (Reeve,
2002). As teachers manage their classrooms, they can provide an environment that
supports the students’ autonomy or controls the students. There are empirically
documented ways that teachers enact these types of environments. When teachers give
the answers, tease students, and issue commands, the environment becomes controlling.
However, when a teacher listens, answers students’ questions, and provides class time for
independent work, the environment supports students’ autonomy. When students report
that they feel there is autonomous motivation, benefits that accrue for the students include
increased creativity and retention of material, along with higher academic achievement
and self-worth (Reeve, 2002)
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The current study incorporates the basic tenets of self-determination theory in two
ways. First, at the beginning of the study, students reported on their own overall
motivational outlook. Then, at the second wave of the study, students reported on their
perceptions of the education course they just completed, including their perceptions of
the instructor’s autonomy supportiveness, their perceptions of how well their own basic
psychological needs were met, and what their own motivation was like in the class.
In addition, this study uses Vallerand’s (2002) hierarchical model of self-determined
motivation as a framework. Vallerand and colleagues (Fortier, Vallerand, & Guay, 1995;
Guay, Vallerand, & Blanchard, 2000) suggest that motivation within one person can be
conceptualized at three levels. First, one has global motivation, or an overall personalitystyle motivation that is stable over time. Second, one can have motivation for a context,
or contextual motivation, that is dependent upon the particular group of activities. Lastly,
one has situational motivation, or specific motivation for the situation one finds one’s self
in at that moment. (See Figure 3.1 in Appendix B.) For example, a college student might
describe herself as an overall self-determined person, meaning that she feels volitional
about her actions. This would describe her global motivation; she is generally selfdetermined. She has made the volitional decision to become a social studies teacher and
she feels good about her choice of major in college. Attending college to become a social
studies teacher is her context. She is enrolled in one education course this semester, and
she feels that the activities in this course are meeting her needs for autonomy, relatedness,
and competence. Her enrollment in this specific teacher education course is her situation.
The hierarchical model also posits that there is a top down effect in the levels of
motivation in the model. The global motivation should have a stronger effect on
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contextual motivation than on situational motivation, and the contextual motivation
should have a stronger effect on situational motivation than global motivation does
(Guay, et al, 2003). There is a corollary in the hierarchical model that there should also
be a bottom up effect, where beginning with situational motivation, there should be an
effect on contextual motivation, and then contextual motivation on global motivation.
However, this aspect of the model will not be examined in this paper, since the variables
were collected following a time-order from global to situational. To examine the bottomup effect, the participants would need to be followed for another semester and their level
of contextual motivation and global motivation would need to be examined. This is
beyond the scope of the present study.
Literature regarding teaching as a career choice. Several methodology have
been used in order to study why students choose to become teachers. The examination
teacher’s goal formation has used a qualitative approach (Schutz, Crowder, & White,
2001) to demonstrate that the individual student’s reason for choosing teaching was
determined by the context in which the student was immersed. These authors suggested
that the student’s self-regulation for pursuing teaching was dependent upon the context in
which the goal was created. If the goal matched the view that the student has of herself,
then the student will have the self-regulation to pursue the goal. If not, as was shown in
their article, students may change career paths. However, this research did show that that
the initial reasons for choosing teaching as a career varied from having had previous
teachers that were positive about the profession to enjoying being around children.
Researchers have also discovered that many students refer to their choosing
teaching as a career as fulfilling a calling (Whitbeck, 2000). Students who see
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themselves as called to the profession feel that they have deeper insights and better innate
teaching skills. One student in this qualitative study explained that she thought a teacher
who was not called to the profession would never be happy as a teacher. Additionally,
students reported believing that, although they were still in college to earn their teaching
degree, they could solve problems that plagued local schools, such as poor classroom
management and burned-out teachers. These student teachers found themselves in the
difficult position of struggling to unite their strong existing beliefs with the lessons of
their teacher education coursework.
Aside from these two examples of qualitative works that provide more individual
student analyses, there have been a great number of quantitative studies regarding why
students choose teaching, from the 1950s to the present day. Fielstra (1955) found that
when selecting from a list of fourteen reasons to become a teacher, male and female
students at Stanford University chose these as their top three responses: To help
youngsters develop sound values of living, desirable citizenship attitudes, and deep
appreciation of the good and beautiful; to work with children and adolescents and to be
an inspirational friend to them; and to make a significant contribution to the preservation
and extension of the democratic way of life.
When examining outside influences for choosing teaching, Fielstra (1955),
Richards (1960), and Wright (1977) all found that preservice teachers frequently report
having a previous teacher with whom they have closely identified and wish to emulate.
In addition, job security was a common thread for why college students chose teaching
during these years as well. Haubrich (1960) found that it was the most frequent answer
when asked about their career aspirations. The fall-back career idea was coined by
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Haubrich as he saw that the job security answer meant that students did not have the
dedication to become long-term teachers and only chose the profession as a way to make
sure they had some kind of job upon graduation, one from which they would be able to
switch when the opportunity came about.
A shift occurred in the reasons that student choose teaching when Wood in 1978
began to find that students were reporting altruistic reasons for their career paths Their
answers were less focused on job security and former teachers and more upon liking
children and having had prior experiences to work with children. This may have been
because during the 1970s, there was an oversupply of teachers compared to demand
(Fawcett Jr, Montgomery, McLaughlin, & Sieg, 1974). Those preservice teachers who
were still entering teaching, despite potential difficulties in securing employment, would
have had to look beyond potential job security for their career motivations.
Roberson et al. (1983) pointed out that up until their work, most research into the motives
of students to enter teaching had been tallies of reasons that were provided by preservice
teachers. Their complex path analysis involving the career aspirations of high school
seniors showed that the strongest predictive paths were gender, a desire to work with
people who are friendly, and the negative influence of the desire for a good income on
the desire to teach.
More recent research exploring the reasons that preservice teachers choose
teaching has continued to be more complex research and less about ranking lists of
student responses. In an effort to delineate adaptive and maladaptive reasons for
choosing teaching as a career, Fokkens-Bruinsma and Canrinus (2012) used a Dutch
translation of the FIT-Choice measure (Watt & Richardson, 2007) and a measure of
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professional commitment to the education profession (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993).
FIT-Choice items were correlated with the professional commitment measure items of
effort, involvement, affective commitment, continuance commitment, and normative
commitment (Fokkens-Bruinsma & Canrinus, 2012). Their regression analysis found
that students’ reported effort toward becoming a teacher was predicted by their interest in
increasing social equity, and shaping children’s futures. Teaching as a fallback career
negatively predicted effort. In the next regression, involvement was predicted by
intrinsic career value, job flexibility, prior ability, and salary. Affective commitment was
predicted most strongly by intrinsic career value. Continuance commitment and
normative commitment were most strongly predicted by fallback career and intrinsic
career value. The authors discuss how there are adaptive, or positive reasons for choosing
teaching such as intrinsic career value and maladaptive, or negative, reasons for choosing
teaching, such as a fallback career.
Another complex study seeking to better understand reasons that student s chose
teaching as a career employed a typological approach (Thomson, Turner, & Nietfeld,
2012). Three types were found: enthusiastic preservice teachers, conventional preservice
teachers, and pragmatic preservice teachers. The authors concluded that preservice
teachers did not rely on one type of motivation alone. Their decisions to teach were
influenced by combinations of motivations.
Watt and Richardson’s (2007) Factors Influencing Teaching Choice scale, or FITChoice scale, presents a fine-grained analysis of what motivates college students to
become teachers, and will also be used in the present study. Their work is grounded in
expectancy-value theory (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). According to expectancy-value
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theory, each potential task carries with it a set of expectancies, values, and costs
(Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). Academic choices are motivated by the degree to which one
feels that she will be successful, as well as her perceptions of the task – is it of enough
value to offset the costs (Watt and Richardson, 2006; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). The
FIT-Choice measures preservice teachers’ motivation for teaching across several factors.
This includes slightly distal questions about the influence of prior teachers, and questions
regarding the current context, such as perception of ability to teach, and the value that is
placed on teaching.
It is worth noting at this point that the previously described studies were focused
mainly on the contextual question of why students choose teaching as a career. These
researchers were looking to analyze typologies of preservice teachers (Thomson et al.,
2012) which would be very context-related.
Study Contribution
As was mentioned earlier, the purpose of this study is to situate the contextual
variable of choice of teaching as a career in between a global variable and a situational
variable. In this case, I will be using a framework of Vallerand’s hierarchical model
(1997) in order to examine the effect of global motivation on the choice of teaching as a
career, and then the choice of teaching as a career on the situational variables, which
include the satisfaction of basic psychological needs, perception of the classroom
learning climate, and the students’ assessment of their own situational motivation.
This study contributes to the robust literature on teaching as a career choice in 2
ways. It is one of the first studies to use multiple facets of self-determination theory and
a validated, reliable measure of the reasons students choose teaching (FIT-Choice; Watt
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& Richardson, 2007). Second, this study uses the hierarchical model of self-determined
motivation to explore the global, contextual, and situational motivations of preservice
teachers. Examining the global, contextual and situational motivations means that this
current study is broader than studies that have come before it.
Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1. Preservice teachers’ self-reported global motivation will be
correlated with perceived situational motivation. In other words, general level of selfdetermination reported by students at the beginning of the semester will be associated
with the situational motivation measures that will be collected at the end of the semester.
The situational measures will assess the learning climate of the classroom, the students’
situational motivation, and the degree to which the students’ basic psychological needs
are being met during the education course in which the students are enrolled.
Hypothesis 2. Global motivation and contextual motivation will both have a
direct effect on situational motivation. In preparation for examining the potential
mediational effect that context will have between global and situational motivation, it is
hypothesized that both global and contextual motivation will both affect situational
motivation. Contextual motivation is conceptualized as the reasons students report for
choosing teaching, and will be collected at the beginning of the semester. 1
Hypothesis 3. It is also hypothesized that the relationship between global
motivation and situational motivation will be mediated by the contextual variables as
assessed by the FIT-Choice measure (Watt & Richardson, 2007). Students’ global
motivation will have a direct effect on their motivation for their education course, but this
relationship will be mediated by their reasons for choosing teaching. Vallerand’s
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hierarchical motivation model (Vallerand, 1997) suggests that each level of motivation
will have a greater effect on the next level down, and a lesser effect on more distal levels.
This hypothesis is in keeping with this suggestion. In addition, one strong mediator will
be sought because some of the potential mediators are correlated. 1
Hypothesis one and two will be examined with correlations. Hypothesis three
will be examined with a meditational model design. The hierarchical model (Vallerand,
2002) is a three-part design that examines motivation at the global, contextual, and
situational levels. Creating meditational models will allow for the exploration of the
effect of the independent variable (global motivation) on the dependent variable
(situational motivation) and the influence of the mediator (contextual motivation) as a
bridge between the independent and dependent variable.
Method
Participants
The participants in this study attended an R1 (Research Level 1) University in the
Midwestern United States. They were enrolled in one of three initial teacher education
programs in the College of Education. Students were recruited from three of five initial
teacher education courses that were being held in the Fall Semester of 2014. After
consulting with professors and instructors who were teaching these classes, it was
apparent that significant overlap occurred between courses and that recruiting from three
of the five courses would reach nearly all the enrolled students. For this reason, a
professor and an instructor each asked that recruitment not take place in their courses.
There were 322 unique students enrolled in the three courses from which
participants were recruited. A total of 219 students expressed interest in participating in
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this project. These students were sent the online surveys and of those who agreed to
receive the initial email, 112 participated in the first wave of data collection at the start of
the semester. Of those 112 students, 72 continued to participate in the second wave of
data collection at the semester’s close. The response rate for this study is 22%. In
addition, the students who dropped out of the study after wave one are not statistically
significantly different than those who stayed, comparing their scores on the Global
Motivation Scale (GMS; Guay, Mageau, & Vallerand, 2003).
In the current study students from all four years, freshmen through seniors,
participated. The initial breakdown of students by grade level is in Table 3.1, but it is
worth noting that most students in the study were sophomores. All students’ ages were
within the normal bounds for their level in school; participant ages ranged from 18 to 21.
The average participant age was 19.
The participants were mostly white (96%). Regarding ethnicity, five students
identified as Latino/a or Hispanic. Complete totals are not provided to protect student
confidentiality.
Students who enter teacher education programs are generally overwhelmingly
female (Ingersoll & Merrill, 2012). The students who participated in this study were no
different. The current study includes 65 women and 7 men.
Measures
First Wave Measures
Global Motivation Scale. The Global Motivation Scale (Guay, Mageau, &
Vallerand, 2003) assesses a person’s level of global self-determined motivation.
Questions are asked regarding types of intrinsic motivation, types of extrinsic motivation,
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and amotivation. The intrinsic forms of motivation are motivation toward knowledge,
stimulation, and accomplishment. The extrinsic forms of motivation are identified
motivation, introjected motivation, and external regulation. The 28 items in the scale are
allocated evenly with four questions per type of motivation and ask the participant to
identify a possible reason for doing something. Responses are entered on a seven point
Likert-style scale with 1 being “does not correspond at all,” and 7 being, “corresponds
completely.” Reliabilities were calculated for the seven subscales. The scale has been
used in many studies which all report high levels of reliability (Chantal, Vallerand, &
Vallières, 1995; Pelletier, Rocchi, Vallerand, Deci, & Ryan, 2013). The range of
Cronbach’s alpha levels for the subscales was from .72 to .89, all well within acceptable
limits. This measure is used as an index variable and a single score was calculated in two
steps. First, the intrinsic motivation items were summed and a mean score was
calculated. Then, the single intrinsic variable is entered into the following equation:
([2*intrinsic motivation] + [1*identified regulation]) – ([1*external regulation ] [2*amotivation]) (Guay, et al., 2003).

The entire scale is reproduced in Appendix C.

FIT-Choice. Watt and Richardson’s FIT-Choice (2007) measure assesses
students’ motivation toward choosing a career in education. Developed from an
expectancy-value theory (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000) perspective, the scale measures how
several factors influence students’ interest in being a teacher. First, three factors are more
distal to the choice of teaching as a career: prior teaching and learning experiences,
social influences, and social dissuasion. Next, slightly more proximal to choice of
teaching, the factors of task demand, task return, and perceived teaching ability represent
the future teacher’s expectancies for the career. The factors of intrinsic career value,

55
personal utility value, and social utility value represent the preservice teacher’s value for
the profession. And, as an outcome variable, the authors included a factor for satisfaction
with the choice of a teaching career. Reliability has been reported has high for this scale
by several authors (Fokkens-Bruinsma & Canrinus, 2012; Jugović, Marušić, Pavin
Ivanec, & Vizek Vidović, 2012; Kılınç, Watt, & Richardson, 2012). Cronbach’s alphas
were calculated with the data from this study and the range was wide. Most factors
ranged from .819 to .900. However, two factors were considerably lower than that
acceptable range. Social dissuasion and fall back were both quite low. Social dissuasion
had an alpha of .424 and fall back had an alpha of .586. Regarding social dissuasion, one
item was inadvertently omitted when the scales were entered into the survey software.
This alone, leaving the measure with only two items, may have decreased the reliability.
A construct defined by only two items is typically not considered a reliable or stable
construct. In addition, the two remaining questions resulted in responses that vary to a
large degree. One question asks if the students were encouraged to pursue an alternative
career. While the mean of the answer to this question is 4.70, the responses trend toward
the high end of the scale, with 54% of students responding with a 5 or higher on a 7 point
scale. The second question asks if others told the students that teaching was not a good
career choice. In this case, the mean is similar at 4.31, but the responses are spread out
more evenly. Regarding the fall back construct, there were three items and two of them
had responses that were nearly all clustered around the 1 and 2 out of 7 points. Although
these responses are desired from a practical standpoint, the pattern of responses creates
pronounced skeweness caused by a floor effect. The students’ responses to questions
about choosing teaching as a last resort and not being accepted into a first choice major
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were very similar, with means of 1.62 and 1.49 and standard deviations of 1.39 and 1.16
respectively. However the third question, which asked if a student was unsure of what
career he or she wanted, created a group of responses that were much more widely
varied. For the third question, 50% of the students answered at the bottom of the scale, as
compared to 75% of the students for questions one and two. The mean for question three
was 2.51 with a standard deviation of 1.95, which are both considerably higher than the
mean and SD for the first two question of the fallback factor. (See Figures 3.2a, 3.2b,
and 3.2c in Appendix B.)
Theoretically, there may also be a reason that these two items have considerably
lower reliabilities. As was noted in (Moss, 2015) the same students chose teaching for
self-determined, not controlled reasons. Students who are mostly all preparing to teach
for positive, autonomous reasons are not likely to have answers to these questions that
contain wide variability. The narrow distribution of these responses would be more
expected as these students were not, on average, unsure of their career and but were, on
average, dissuaded from teaching. The entire scale is reproduced in Appendix C.
Second Wave Measures
Basic Psychological Needs Scale. The version of the Basic Psychological Needs
Scale (BPNS), which was used in this current study, was adapted from the BPNS-work
scale (Deci et al., 2001; Ilardi, Leone, Kasser, & Ryan, 1993). The BPNS assess extent
to which a person perceives his basic psychological needs for autonomy, relatedness, and
competence are being met. The scale contains seven items for autonomy, eight items to
assess relatedness, and six items for competence, and these are reported on a seven point
Likert-type scale which ranges from 1(not true at all) to 7 (very true). Higher scores
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indicate that there is a higher perception that the need is met. Many studies have used the
BPNS and the reliability has been reported as good (Andreassen, Hetland, & Pallesen,
2010; Houlfort et al., 2015; Quested & Duda, 2010). The alpha coefficients for the subscales in the current study are as follows: autonomy, .76; competence, .74; and
relatedness, .89. The entire scale is reproduced in Appendix C.
Learning Climate Questionnaire. The Learning Climate Questionnaire assesses
the extent to which students perceive the classroom environment as being autonomysupportive (Williams & Deci, 1996). Items tapping into the amount of choice and
encouragement an instructor provides are part of the scale. The questions are answered on
a 7 point Likert-type scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Higher
scores mean that the classroom environment is perceived as more autonomy supportive.
There are two versions, a long and a short version, which have both been used with high
reported reliability levels (Leroy, Bressoux, Sarrazin, & Trouilloud, 2007; LevesqueBristol, Knapp, & Fisher, 2010; Ratelle, Simard, & Guay, 2013). The short version, with
six questions, was used in this study with an alpha reliability of .91. The complete
measure is reproduced in Appendix C.
Situational Motivation Scale. The final measure used in the current study is the
Situational Motivation Scale (SIMS) (Guay et al., 2000). The SIMS is used to measure
the motivation a person feels for the current situation in which they find themselves. In
the current study, SIMS was used to measure students’ motivation for the education
course they were taking. There are 16 questions on the SIMS, which answered on a 7
point Likert-type scale, from “completely disagree” to “completely agree.” The items
represent four factors, Intrinsic Motivation, Identified Regulation, External Regulation
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and Amotivation. The measure has been used with good reliability (Gillet, Vallerand, &
Paty, 2013; Ratelle, Baldwin, & Vallerand, 2005; Standage, Treasure, Duda, & Prusak,
2003) and the alpha reliability for the four factors in this study were .94 for Intrinsic
Motivation, .86 for Identified Regulation, .80 for External Regulation, and .88 for
Amotivation. The measure is used as an index variable, where the four factors are
incorporated into a single score. The equation for this is ([2*Intrinsic Motivation] +
[1*Identified Regulation]) – ([1*External Regulation ] - [2*Amotivation])(Guay, et al.,
2000). The entire scale is reproduced in Appendix C.
Participating students came from three teacher preparation courses. Two of these
courses were already enrolled in a faculty development program at the university.
Students in these two classes who chose to participate in the current study submitted their
answers to the BPNS and the LCQ through the surveys that were collected for the faculty
development program. The third class received all of the surveys via the present study.
Both data collections were completed in accordance with the IRB guidelines at the
university. However, in the administration of the surveys to the two groups, different
versions of the LCQ were used. These two versions differed by one question, and so that
question was dropped.
Additionally, 3 questions from the FIT-Choice measure were entered incorrectly
into the survey software and these questions were dropped from the analyses. These
missing questions were from factors that did not figure in the final analyses.
Procedure/Research Design
This data was obtained from a longitudinal study that included one additional
wave of data collection at the end of the academic year. However, this current study is
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based on data that was collected at waves one and two, the beginning of the first semester
and the end of the first semester.
Recruitment for the study took place during the second and third weeks of the
semester. Among the three courses, there were 419 student registrations, but it is not
known how many of those registrations represent students who were concurrently
enrollment in two or more of the surveyed courses. After the researcher visited classes to
recruit in person, a total of 219 different students consented to participate.
The initial surveys were emailed to the participating students within two days after
recruitment had taken place in the course. The electronically administered surveys were
open for an average of 7 days to allow students to receive the email and access the
survey. Students received one reminder about the survey during the open survey period,
as specified by the institutional review board at the university. Fifty-one percent, or 112
of the consenting students participated in the first wave of data collection.
The second wave of data collection took place beginning in the thirteenth week of the
semester and lasted on average 10 days to accommodate the Thanksgiving holiday.
Seventy-two students who initially consented actually participated. The percentage of
students who participated in both waves of data collection was 33%.
To attempt to increase participation in the survey, students were offered Starbuck’s gift
cards. Students were offered a $5 card for each wave of the survey in which they
participated. All students who participated in the study received their gift cards at the end
of the second semester when the third wave of data collection was completed. This
incentive was offered in accordance with the university’s institutional review board’s
policies.
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There are five courses that comprise the initial teacher education courses taken by
students enrolled in the College of Education’s teacher preparation program. These
courses are taught both Fall and Spring semesters, and as of the year that this study
began, the order of the courses were optional. However, courses that a student did not
take in the Fall semester would be taken in the Spring. Participating preservice teachers
from the three courses which were open for recruitment were assessed for differences on
the Global Motivation Scale (Guay, Mageau, & Vallerand, 2003), and there were no
significant differences were noted.
Students at this university are admitted directly into colleges. Students who wish
to study French would be admitted to the College of Liberal Arts. Likewise, students
who want to study mechanical engineering would be admitted into the College of
Engineering. Students who wish to become elementary or special education teachers are
admitted into the College of Education. Students who wish to teach a subject in high
school are often admitted into a college that covers their specialty, such as agriculture or
chemistry, and these students take their education classes through the College of
Education. In this current paper, all students who participated in this study will be treated
as preservice teachers, as all of the introductory teacher education courses that they took
are intended to be taken by teachers planning to work with any grade level.
Five measures were administered for the current study at two different times. Overall
motivation and reasons for wanting to teach were assessed at the start of the semester and
measures assessing the students’ perceptions of their coursework were administered later
in the semester. The initial surveys were completed by students during the second and
third weeks of the semester and the second set of surveys were administered during the
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thirteenth and fourteenth weeks. The end-of-semester surveys could have been later in
the sixteen week semester, but the university sends course evaluations to students
beginning in the fourteenth week and in order not to conflict with these evaluations, the
surveys for the current study were conducted before the course evaluations.
Analyses
The research design for this study is correlational. The analyses will test the
presence of mediation using the regression approach put forth by Baron & Kenny (1986).
According to Baron and Kenny (1986), mediation will be observed when three conditions
are met: first, the independent variable has a significant effect on the mediating variable;
second, the mediating variable has a significant effect on the outcome variable; and,
lastly, if the already significant path from the independent variable to the outcome
variable becomes non-significant when the mediator is introduced into the model.
Following this approach, the paths from the global variable, the GMS measure, to the
situational variables, BPNS, LCQ and SIMS, would need to be significant for that path to
remain in the study. Once significant paths are identified, they are tested with the
contextual variable, the FIT-Choice Utility Value Index, to determine if the path is
mediated. If mediation is found, it would support the hierarchical model of motivation
(Vallerand & Ratelle, 2002) which postulates that the path from the global to the
situational would be mediated by the contextual variables.
It is important to note that the situational variables, in the current study, are
presented as outcome variables, although these motivational constructs are typically not
considered outcome variables in other studies. As situational variables, they are
examining the degree to which the students perceive their basic psychological needs were
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met in their course, the degree of autonomy supportiveness in the course, and the level of
their situational motivation for the course. These variables are often used as predictors of
other outcomes, such as using the level of satisfaction of basic psychological needs as a
predictor of well-being (Milyavskaya, Phillipe, & Koestner, 2013). However in this
study, with their specific focus on the situation, these variables are at the most specific
level of investigation when compared to contextual motivation and global motivation.
Due to the small sample size of the current study, N = 72, more complex analyses
such as structural equation modeling, were not possible. Therefore, the study relies upon
individual mediation models done through linear regression analyses using the model by
Baron and Kenny (1986).

Results
Hypothesis One
Hypothesis one stated that there would be a significant relationship between the
global measure and the situational measures of motivation. In this case, this meant that
the GMS scores would predict student responses on the BPNS, the LCQ and the SIMS.
To begin the analyses, correlations were examined among the global variable,
GMS, and the situational variables, BPNS, LCQ, and SIMS (see Table 3.2 in Appendix
B). The correlations between GMS and LCQ (r = .32, p < .01) and SIMS (r = .23, p <
.05) were positive and significant, as expected. However, the correlations between GMS
and the Basic Psychological Needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness, were
weaker than expected, although in the predicted direction. Examining the correlation
results with a one-tailed test, we observe that the GMS was not significantly correlated
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with autonomy (r = .14, p =.11) and was associated with a small effect size. However,
GMS was significantly correlated with competence (r = .20, p < .05), and relatedness (r =
.23, p < .05). In the current study, the weaker significance of the correlations between
GMS and the basic psychological needs is likely affected by power under the optimal .80.
A sample size of 100 would have allowed us to be powered at .80 and would have likely
shown significant results. In the current study, it would have translated in the recruitment
of approximately 30 more preservice teachers. Although possible, it would have been
difficult to achieve in the current study because of a small population. Nonetheless, the
effect size for the relationships between GMS and basic psychological needs are weaker
than expected, especially for autonomy. Examining the descriptive statistics for the basic
psychological needs (see Table 3.3 in Appendix B), it can be seen that there is slightly
less variability for autonomy and that the means for the basic psychological needs are all
above the mid-point ranging from 4.50 to 5.05 on a 7 point Likert scale. This pattern of
data may be leading to a restriction of range. To examine this possibility scatterplots were
created for each one of the relationships between GMS and the basic psychological
needs. As can be seen in Figures 3.2 a,b,c, in Appendix B, the pattern of responses
follow an upward trend, although the responses are visibly more clustered at the upper
end of the distribution on both variables for the relationship between GMS and
autonomy. Combined with the lack of responses at the bottom of the distribution for both
variables, this pattern of data restricts the possible range of the correlation value leading
to a lower than expected effect size.
Once relationships were established with the global and situational variables,
potential paths to be mediated were established.
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Hypothesis 1 was partially supported by the data. Following the hierarchical
model of motivation, some paths from global motivation and the three situational
variables were significant. First, global motivation predicts how well students feel that
their basic psychological needs are being met in their education course classroom,
especially the needs for relatedness and competence. Second, global motivation predicts
how students describe the level of autonomy support in the classroom. Third, global
motivation predicts students’ self-determination for a specific activity, in this case, their
education course.
Hypothesis Two
Hypothesis two stated that both global and contextual variables would have a
direct effect on the situational variables. The path from global motivation to situational
motivation was examined in hypothesis one, and here the contextual variables will be
examined. Five FIT-Choice factors were selected for their potential as contextual
variables: social utility value, intrinsic career value, ability, prior teaching and learning,
and social influences. These factors were correlated with the situational motivation
measures to assess hypothesis two.
Three factors produced correlations with the situational variables that were overall
either nonexistent or were correlated with some and not others. The correlations for the
FIT-Choice factor of ability with the situational variables were moderately low and nonsignificant, ranging from a high of r = .19, p =.11, ns to a low of r = 13, p = .29, ns. The
correlations for prior teaching and learning were significant with LCQ, r = .30, p < .01
and with BPNS-relatedness, r = 24, p < .05. However for the other three situational
variables, SIMS, BPNS-competence, and BPNS-relatedness, the correlations were non-
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significant. Finally, social influences was correlated with LCQ, r = .30, p < .01, BPNSautonomy, r = .29, p < .05, and BPNS-competence, r = .33, p, .01. The factor social
influences was not significantly correlated with SIMS or with BPNS-relatedness. See
Table 3.4 in Appendix B.
As can be seen from the table, intrinsic career value and social utility value were
both correlated with all 5 situational motivation variables: BPNS-autonomy, BPNScompetence, BPNS-relatedness, LCQ, and SIMS.
At this point, only the FIT-Choice factors of social utility value and intrinsic career value
were retained in the analysis since they were correlated with all of the situational
motivation measures. Ability was dropped since it was not correlated with any of the
situational variables. Prior teaching and learning and social influence were also dropped
because they were not correlated with all of the situational motivation variables.
Hypothesis Three
Following the hierarchical mediation model, hypothesis three suggested that
contextual variables would mediate the relationship between the global and situational
variables. Results are reported following Baron and Kenny’s (1986) procedure to
establish mediation. In the case of this study, factors from the FIT-Choice measure
would mediate the relationship between the GMS and the situational variables. After the
test of hypotheses one and two, all the situational variables still remain in the model:
BPNS-autonomy, BPNS-competence, BPNS-relatedness, LCQ, and SIMS, along with the
FIT-Choice factors social utility value and intrinsic career value. The goal of the
analyses related to hypothesis three was to find the strongest mediator for the paths from
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GMS to the situational variables. One mediator was sought for the sake of parsimony,
because the two remaining potential mediators are correlated.
The ability to mediate the relationship between the global and situational
variables was verified next. Social utility value mediated the paths from GMS to all of
the situational variables. Intrinsic career value mediated the paths from GMS to all
situational variables, except the path from GMS to competence. Because social utility
value mediated all the paths between GMS and situational variables, and because social
utility and intrinsic career value are highly correlated, the choice was made to keep social
utility and drop intrinsic career value from the analyses. Analyses printed in Appendix B
in Figures 3.3a-3.3j.
An alternative way to analyze hypothesis three was to combine the situational
variables into one standardized variable, titled Overall Situational Motivation, or OSM.
This variable was created by transforming the situational variables into Z scores which
were aggregated into one overall construct. The descriptives were checked and the mean
was zero with a standard deviation of 1, indicating that the variable had been correctly
standardized. The descriptives of the other variables in the model were checked, and two
new regression models were run with the global motivation variable, GMS, and the
contextual variables of social utility value and intrinsic career value.
For the contextual variable intrinsic career value, GMS was entered first in the
regression with the OSM as the outcome variable. This equation explained provided 6%
of the variance in OSM (R2 = .06; F(1,70) = 5.86, p < .05). In the second step, intrinsic
career value was entered in the regression. The R2 change was .11, with F(1,69) change =
9.55, p < .01. This equation explained 17% of the variance in OSM (R2 = .17; F (2,69) =

67
8.06, p , .01). This showed that a significantly greater proportion of the variance in the
OSM was accounted for when intrinsic career value was entered in the equation. In
addition, in step 1 of the regression model, the path from GMS to OSM was significant
with a beta weight of .28, p < .05, but in step 2, when the mediating variable of intrinsic
career value was added, the path from GMS to OSM decreased to .13, ns. See Table 3.5
and Figure 3.4 in Appendix B for the full model and statistics.
For the contextual variable social utility value, the same path from GMS to OSM
was again mediated by the contextual variable. This again provided an R 2 = .06, and F
(1,70) = 5.86, p < .05, explaining 6% of the variance in OSM. In the second step, social
utility value was entered as the contextual mediator, and this equation explained an
additional 17% of the variance (R2 = .17, with an F change (1, 69) = 16.03, p < .001).
Together, this equation explained 23% of the variance in OSM (R2 of .23, with F (2, 69)
= 11.58, p < .001). See Table 3.6 and Figure 3.5 in Appendix B for the full model and
statistics.
Since both intrinsic career value and social utility value mediated the path from
GMS to OSM, again for parsimony, the better mediator was sought. To compare the
effect sizes in non-independent samples, a Hotelling’s t was calculated for the paths from
intrinsic career value to OSM and social utility value to OSM. In the comparison, tH =
1.43, which was marginally significant at p < .10, suggesting that social utility value is a
marginally better mediator. To further investigate this, Sobel tests were calculated as
well. First, the paths from the contextual mediators to the OSM were investigated and
the two-tailed Sobel test was equal to t = 3.09, p < .01 saying that the beta weight of .49
for the path from social utility value to OSM was significantly higher than the .37 path
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from intrinsic career value to OSM. The second Sobel test examined the beta weights of
the paths from GMS to OSM in both models, after the mediators were introduced. The
path from GMS to OSM, when intrinsic career value was in the model, decreased from
.28 to .13. The path from GMS to OSM, when social utility value was in the model,
decreased from .28 to .03. The two-tailed Sobel test showed that the greater decrease in
the social utility model was in fact a significant decrease, t = 2.33, p < .05. Taken
together, these statistics show that in the more parsimonious model using the
standardized situational variable OSM, it is likely that social utility value remains the
better mediator.

Discussion
Support was found for all three hypotheses. Beginning with the hierarchical
model of motivation, relationships were found from the global motivation measured by
the GMS to situational motivation measured by the LCQ and the SIMS. The association
between GMS and the variables of the BPNS was originally only positive for relatedness
and competence, but analysis of the correlations using a one-tailed test, as well as a
power analysis of the small sample size indicated that the autonomy variable should also
be retained in the analyses.
There was also support for hypothesis two which tested the association between
the contextual variables and the situational variables. The FIT-Choice factors of intrinsic
career value, social utility value, prior teaching and learning, and social influence were all
positively and significantly related to the situational variables. The factor ability,
however, was not at all related to the situational variables and was dropped.
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Lastly, there was also support for hypothesis three, which examined the
mediational model. The strongest mediator was social utility value which mediated the
paths from GMS to all of the situational variables. This result was maintained when the
situational variables were combined into a standardized variable, called Overall
Situational Motivation. These findings are aligned with recent qualitative work (Moss,
2015) which described when examining the open-ended statements made by students
regarding why they want to be teachers, using a FIT-Choice framework, that students
most often endorsed a social utility value reason.
According to Vallerand and colleagues (Guay et al., 2003) in the hierarchical
model of motivation, the path from the contextual variable to the situational variable
needs to be larger than the path from the global variable to the situational variable. The
data from the current study support this.
These results join other recent work (e.g., Fokkens-Bruinsma & Canrinus, 2012;
Thomson et al., 2012) in showing that preservice teachers of this generation are interested
in work that will provide value and service to society. Social utility value is also similar
to the construct of altruism that was used in prior research (Brookhart & Freeman, 1992)
and was seen to be a frequent answer to why college students become teachers. It
appears that college students at this university are more interested in teaching to change
the world rather than merely because they like teaching.
Setting these results in the hierarchical model of motivation, the more selfdetermined participants’ global motivation is, the more likely they are, in the context of
choosing teaching, to value the good they can do in the world as teachers. The more
students choose teaching for social utility value, the more they are likely to feel that their
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needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness are being met, the more autonomy
support they tend to report that their instructor provides, and the more self-determined
they tend to feel about their education courses.
To put this in a more practical context, there are three ways that these results can
make a difference in teacher education. The first difference is in recruitment. There have
been many campaigns to recruit teachers, and some research done that examines why
students choose teaching has included recruitment as an aim of their work (Thomson et
al., 2012; Watt & Richardson, 2007). These recruitment programs focus on the
contextual variables that impact why one chooses teaching, such as liking to work with
children, and being able to pass down their knowledge to future generations. However,
this current work may suggest that if colleges of education were to try to recruit new
preservice teachers to their teacher preparation programs, the college chould consider the
students’ global motivation first. As these findings suggest, students who are selfdetermined in a general or global way are more likely to choose teaching for social utility
value. Rather than focusing on finding people who like children or enjoy math and
encouraging them to choose teaching, perhaps colleges should be finding students who
have a global sense of personal self-determination and encouraging them to consider
teaching. Perhaps colleges could also work in their courses and additional programming
to increase the level of self-determined behavior among their existing students.
The second difference that this research can make is via situational motivation.
Students who reported high levels of both social utility value and intrinsic career value
also reported high levels of positive situational motivation. They felt their needs for
autonomy, competence, and relatedness were increasingly met, they reported higher
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levels of autonomy support in the classroom, and they were self-determined in their
motivation for their coursework. In work done by Guay, Vallerand, and Blanchard
(2000) to validate the SIMS, they found that that when students reported higher levels of
intrinsic and identified motivation, they also reported more perceived competence,
perceived autonomy, more positive emotions, and more task interest. Students who
reported higher levels of basic psychological need satisfaction also reported increased
levels of social, academic, and emotional adjustment (Duchesne & Ratelle, 2014).
Lastly, when students perceive a greater amount of autonomy support in the classroom,
they are more likely to have better performance in the course, an increase in their
autonomous self-regulation, perceived competence, and enjoyment of the course, as well
as a decreased sense of anxiety about the course (Black & Deci, 2000).
All of these effects taken together suggest that when students report higher levels of these
situational variables, they also experience better performance directly, or they exhibit
outcomes that are connected to better performance. When courses meet students need for
autonomy, competence, and relatedness, provide an autonomy supportive learning
climate, and the students are self-determined about why they are participating in the
course, research suggests that students are more engaged, they report significant learning
gains, and their actual learning improves (Levesque-Bristol & Doan, 2013). For
preservice teachers, this could mean that they will learn more in their education
coursework, rather than coasting through this important stage of their teacher training as
some students do (Whitbeck, 2000). These outcomes would be able to be facilitated with
a faculty training program that shows instructors how to increase the amount of
autonomy support in their teaching style. Interventions have been successful at the
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college level (Levesque-Bristol & Doan, 2013) and at the high school level (Reeve, et al.,
2004).
Limitations and Future Directions
This study has several limitations. One that is enmeshed with the participants is
that the study asks students who have already chosen to become teachers why they are
making that choice. Future research would benefit from finding ways to ask samples of
participants why they might want to consider a variety of careers, or instead, find a
sample of students who have not committed to a career trajectory yet and ask them about
the possibility that they might choose a teaching career.
The sample size is small for a study of its type. This limits its generalizability to
the students surveyed. In addition, the small sample size limited the types of analyses
that could be used. With a larger sample structural equation modeling would have been a
more effective way to assess the relationships among the variables.
A larger sample would have also permitted a more in-depth examination of the
data with the hierarchical motivation model. With the existing sample of this study, the
most basic analysis was able to be conducted, showing that the global motivation
influences the situational motivation, but that the global motivation influences the
contextual motivation more and the contextual motivation influences the situational
motivation more than the global motivation does (Guay et al., 2003). With a larger
sample size, more varied methods could be undertaken, including Structural Equation
Modeling, and invariance analyses to compare the size of regression paths between
different models.

Another limitation is the lack of diversity in the sample. While

each level of undergraduates was represented, any diversity in the sample ended there.
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The students were mostly White, not Latino/a, and were mostly all female. This also
limits the ability to generalize beyond a White female population. A significantly diverse
sample in future work would significantly enrich the knowledge of this area.
The data from this study does come from a longitudinal, two-semester/one
academic year project. As the hierarchical model of motivation proposes, there are topdown effects which were examined in this study, and there are bottom-up effects where
the situational motivation affects the contextual motivation, and the contextual
motivation affects the global motivation. Future work with the entire data set could
determine if there are also bottom-up effects as all three levels, global, contextual, and
situational motivation will be examined at the same time.
Another area of future research would be to follow students longer than one
semester. A longer study would provide more answers. It would be informative to
follow students from their initial teacher education courses to their first years working in
the field. This would allow researchers to examine a larger hierarchical model of
motivation, where the global motivation would be measured at the start of teacher
education, the contextual motivation could be measured multiple times during teacher
training, and the situational motivation would be measured during the students first years
of teaching. This could inform teacher educators and researchers about the degree to
which students are carrying their perceptions about their teacher training into their
practice by demonstrating how the contextual motivation of teacher education is
influencing the situational motivation of classroom experiences.
Using the hierarchical model of motivation, this study has shown that there is a
broader picture of choosing teaching as a career. Rather than just focusing on the career
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decision, this study showed how students’ global motivation predicts their situational
motivation for their teacher training coursework, but also how their contextual decision to
choose teaching as a career can mediate the global – situational relationship. Students
with a more intrinsic, self-determined global outlook choose teaching for more positive
reasons, such as the intrinsic career value and the social utility value. Choosing teaching
for these reasons then shows that there is increased positive situational motivation, which
may even lead to more learning and in the future, better teaching. This study has relied
upon two frameworks to reveal these results, the hierarchical motivation model and SDT
in general, along with the FIT-Choice scale which is grounded in expectancy-value
theory (Wigfield and Eccles, 2000)
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CHAPTER 4. CONCLUSION

The papers collected in this dissertation represent two studies which examine the
motivations of preservice teachers. These college students, typically in their second year
of undergraduate education, represent some of the future workforce in K-12 education.
Considering the difficulties that have befallen the current teaching workforce in the
United States, high-stakes testing (Turner, 2015) and denigration by politicians (Layton,
2015), it might be easy to imagine that preservice teachers who are choosing to pursue a
career in education are only doing so because they did not get accepted into their first
choice field of study, or because there are personal benefits that a teaching career offers,
like summers off and short work days. However, the two studies presented here tell a
very different story.
In the first paper which examines the open-ended question from the FIT-Choice
questionnaire (Watt & Richardson, 2007), these preservice teachers’ responses were
coded into multiple sets of themes. In the thematic coding, which was derived from the
corpus of the their answers, nearly half of the students chose teaching in order to teach,
and nearly the same number of students indicated that they were choosing teaching
because they want to help children. These preservice teachers also reported being selfdetermined, or autonomous, in their choice of teaching as a career, using the Inner
Compass coding system (Assor, 2015). When the preservice teachers’ responses
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were examined with a coding system derived from the FIT-Choice (Watt & Richardson,
2007) measure, 66% of the responses were coded as describing choosing teaching for the
social utility value and another 24% were coded as describing teaching for the intrinsic
career value. These results tell the story of college students who are volitionally
choosing teaching because they want to teach and they want to help children.
The second paper, which uses Vallerand’s hierarchical model of motivation
(Guay, Mageau, & Vallerand, 2003) to examine the link between the preservice teachers’
global motivation and their situational motivation, showed that the most robust mediator
was the degree to which students were choosing teaching because of the social utility
value. Saying that the students’ interest in social utility mediates the relationship between
their general and situation motivations, is like saying that while there is a direct path from
the students’ global motivation to their feelings about their education coursework, there is
even more power in the relationship from global to situational motivation, going through
social utility value as a mediator. So while students’ global self-determination has an
impact on their perceptions of their coursework, this effect is fully explained by teaching
motives associated with for social utility value.
The findings of these studies point to preservice teachers’ choosing teaching for
positive reasons, especially reasons that are motivated by their desire to do good for
society. However, there are ways that the participants themselves limit the
generalizability of these studies. First, the initial sample size from paper one was only
115 students. Then, the number of students who returned to complete the second set of
surveys was only 72. The small sample size dictates that these results remain focused on
the population that they were drawn from. With a larger sample size, conclusions could
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be generalized to larger groups of preservice teachers. Similarly, the students at the
university from which the sample was drawn are nearly all White, and approximately
90% female. These participants may be even more weighted toward female, as a 2013
government report suggested that 76% of teachers were women (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2013).
Despite these issues, these studies contribute to the greater knowledge about
preservice teachers and their motivation. The first way that this study contributes is by
giving these preservice teachers of 2014 a voice. Many studies of preservice teachers
rely on survey instruments, including the FIT-Choice, developed by Watt and Richardson
(2007). This leaves students in the position of either fitting their perceptions into the
given choices, choosing a poor answer, or choosing no answer at all. Qualitative studies
use interview techniques, but the large amount of effort that those entail, from meeting
with participants to transcribing interviews, can minimize the number of participants who
are involved. In this study, the FIT-Choice (Watt & Richardson, 2007) open ended
question was analyzed for the first time. Over 100 students gave their own reasons for
wanting to become at teacher. One of the more poignant ones said, “I was told to find
what broke my heart and fix it, e.g., special needs kids getting made fun of, and then do
all that you can to make it better,” which inspired the title of the first paper. Other
students said they wanted to impact future generations, individualize student learning,
and teach students to think critically. The multiple codings in the first paper showed that
these preservice teachers are volitionally choosing to teach and they are choosing to teach
in order to make the world a better place.
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This focus on the social good of teaching is a contrast from what preservice
teachers reported years ago. Fielstra (1955) and Richards (1960) both reported that
students’ biggest influence in choosing teaching was their prior teachers. Richards added
that the preservice teachers he studied were interested in work they would enjoy. Job
security was a key issue in 1960 as well (Haubrich), but this was contradicted a year later
by a study that again focused on the influence of prior teachers (Fox, 1961). In the late
1970s, after the decade of the 1960s teacher shortage, and the oversupply at the start of
the 1970s, researchers began to hear students report that they were choosing teaching for
altruistic or self-fulfilling reasons (Wood, 1978). Wood’s research also added, however,
that these students were motivated because they had positive previous experiences with
children and that they liked children. Many of these same reasons were reported by the
students in the current two studies; however, the overwhelming majority of the openended statements were coded as seeking a profession that provided social utility, over and
above merely liking children or having had good teachers in the past.
It may be possible to speculate on why this shift in reasons for choosing teaching
has occurred. It is possible that the increased focus on social good in teaching rather than
other previous reasons comes from the many other options that both men and women
have for careers. While it is perhaps not as smooth a path as it should be, women today
have the option to attend medical school, major in physics, or become engineers. Women
fly planes, solve crimes and serve in politics. Similarly, men can become nurses, fashion
designers, and even choose to be a stay-at-home dad. With the widening of choices for
each gender, there is no longer a locked in expectation that women can become teachers
or nurses, and men are the doctors and the principals. Today, with all the variety in
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careers, college students who are still choosing teaching are perhaps more committed to
the career than teachers were in the past, now that all the others have gone off to pursue
careers in other fields. There may be fewer of them, and perhaps there will be a shortage
soon, but if this group is any indication, today’s preservice teachers are choosing teaching
for positive reasons.
The second way this study contributes to the literature is by reporting on how
college students perceive their professors and their coursework. It has been said that
those who wish to pursue teaching as a career have been observing teachers and teaching
for many, many years throughout their elementary, high school, and college careers.
Lortie (1975) said that it is the one career children are socialized into. The second study
presented in this dissertation discussed what factors affected a preservice teachers
perceptions about their coursework. Students who reported a more self-determined
global motivation, and who were choosing teaching for the social utility value, were more
likely to perceive their coursework as student-centered, meaningful to themselves, and
meeting their basic psychological needs. In other words, these students believed that they
were observing teaching that was student-centered, meaningful, and that met students
basic needs. If preservice teachers feel that they are observing this type of teaching, there
is a chance that they will believe it to be normative, effective, and easy to implement, as
was reported in an international study in 2014 (Reeve, et al.). And, if the preservice
teachers feel it is normal, effective, and easy, they may implement this type of teaching in
their own classrooms.
Another important implication of these research projects together is the
consideration of the importance of identified regulation over intrinsic motivation
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(Koestner & Losier, 2002), or social utility value over intrinsic career value, to use the
language of the FIT-Choice measures (Watt & Richardson, 2007). In the language of
self-determination theory (Koestner & Losier, 2002), identified regulation and intrinsic
motivation both describe activities with high involvement level, positive emotional
experiences, and which emanate from an autonomous perspective. However, choosing to
teach for the intrinsic career value could also be choosing to teach for the attraction and
the interest, and the short-term benefits. When social utility value, which appears to align
more with identified regulation, is the reason for choosing teaching then preservice
teachers may demonstrate more teaching for personal importance, to exercise their
personal values and identity, and for long-term outcomes.
The idea of long-term outcomes is highly salient as teacher shortages can come
from fewer teachers entering the field but also from teachers leaving the field after only a
few years in service. While intrinsic motivation can provide a better sense of well-being
after a short period than identified regulation (Burton, Lydon, D’Alessandro, & Koestner,
2006), the concept of grit (Duckworth, Peterson, Matthews, & Kelly, 2006) can lead to
achievement of long-term goals. According to Duckworth and colleagues, grit entails
working hard for challenging goals, bypassing both failure and boredom. Burton, et al.,
talk about identified regulation as the ability to take on “deliberate, effortful, and
challenging” activities (p. 751, 2006), which readily seems to map onto the concept of
grit. Perhaps teachers who are choosing teaching for the ability to make the world a
better place, for the social utility value instead of the intrinsic career value have a greater
sense of identified regulation and more grit. These future teachers endorsing social utility
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value may be the ones who will last long in the profession. Those who only had intrinsic
motivation may leave when they are no longer interested (Koestner & Losier, 2002).
The work of these two studies has broadened the research in preservice teacher
motivation. The study of the open-ended statements provided a way to examine the
voices of preservice teachers via multiple lenses: from their own words, from the Inner
Compass coding system (Assor, 2015) and from a FIT-Choice (2007) based coding
system. This study broadened the literature in this area because the open-ended
responses from the FIT-Choice had not been analyzed before (H.M.G. Watt, Personal
Communication, April 5, 2015).
The second paper also broadened the research in preservice teacher motivation by
moving from beyond the contextual motivation of asking why college students become
teachers. This study added measures of global motivation and of situational motivation
and used Vallerand’s hierarchical model of motivation (Guay et al., 2003) to show how
the path from global motivation to situational motivation was mediated by the contextual
motivation of why a student chooses teaching.
The reasons for choosing teaching as a career are plentiful and individual.
However, if policy makers, school districts, and universities are to better prepare teachers
who can withstand the current climate, and perhaps prevent teacher shortages in the
future, the motivations of preservice teachers must be studied. This work suggests that
college students of today want to be teachers for the social utility value, to make the
world a better place. Future work can and should investigate how to channel this energy
into attracting more of these students into the profession and retaining them once they
begin their careers.
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Appendix A
Table 2.1
Participant Demographics
Students’ race n = 112
White

103

African American

2

Asian

3

No response

1

Students’ ethnicity n = 112
Latino/a

7

Not Latino/a

105

Students’ gender n = 112
Women

96

Men

16

Undergraduate Class n = 112
Freshmen

21

Sophomores

66

Juniors

16

Seniors

6

No response

3
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Table 2.2
Thematic codes extracted from data
Code

Explanation

Like kids

Student indicated that her reason for entering the teaching profession
was confined to how much she likes kids

Want to help

These statements indicated that the participants wanted to help

kids

children. A defining feature of statements in this category is that any
type of helping profession could be substituted for the type of job the
student is interested in, for example social worker or pediatric nurse.

Want to teach

Statements coded in this category included some aspect of teaching
in the response.

Inspired by

These responses clearly referenced other teachers that they have

other teachers

encountered.

Unclassified

Some participants’ responses did not fit in any of the categories and
were considered unclassified.
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Table 2.3
FIT-Choice derived coding categories
Code

Sample question from original scale (Watt
& Richardson, 2007, p. 180)

Ability

Teaching is a career suited to my abilities.

Intrinsic Career Value

I like teaching.

Fallback Career

I was not accepted into my first-choice
career.

Personal Utility Value

Teaching will provide a reliable income.

Social Utility Value

Teaching will allow me to benefit the
socially disadvantaged.

Prior Teaching and Learning Experiences

I have had good teachers as role models.

Social Influences

My family thinks I should become a
teacher.
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Table 2.4
FIT-Choice derived coding hierarchy
FIT-Choice

Reason for order in the hierarchy

category
Fallback career

Lack of motivation for teaching career

Social influences

Choosing teaching based on external advice from others

Prior teaching and

Choice based upon having seen others do the job well

learning
Ability

The choice to be a teacher is based on perceived ability. This
seems like a performance-approach (Midgley, Kaplan, &
Middleton, 2001), or an ability goal. These students may say
that they are choosing teaching because they can show people
that they are good at it.

Personal utility

This is the first categorization to tap into an internal reason for

value

teaching. These students are saying that they want to teach
because of the ways that they personally will benefit, (e.g., short
work weeks, lots of family time)

Intrinsic career

These students are intrinsically motivated, and their responses

value

indicated that they want to teach.

Social utility value

These students want to teach, and they also want to use their
future positions to benefit society at large. They are
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intrinsically motivated and they are also looking beyond
themselves.

Table 2.5
Results from thematic coding
Thematic Coding

Number

Brief description of why this student is choosing a

Category

of

career in teaching

Students
Like children

7

“I enjoy working with children and would like to
continue to do so.”

Want to help

38

“Wanting to make a positive influence on children
and be someone that helps them pursue their dreams.
“

Want to teach

49

“I’ve always been interested in teaching.”

Inspired by other

15

“I want to give back to students what was so
graciously given to me: a well-rounded education.”

teachers
Unclassified

3

“An experience I had while in school.”
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Table 2.6
Inner Compass coding results
Inner Compass label

How

Brief description of why this student is choosing a

many

career in teaching

students
Autonomous/Self-

107

have always aspired to be.”

determined
Controlled

“I really enjoy children and this is something that I

1

“When I didn’t know what to do, it’s what they told
me they could get me into Purdue for, which is why
I’m here.”

Neutral

1

“Because of the great teachers I had in high school.
Also, because of the current teachers that should not
hold their position for a variety of reasons.”

Unclassified

3

“Previous experiences.”
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Table 2.7
FIT-Choice derived coding results
FIT-Choice Coding

Number

Brief description of why this student is choosing a

of

career in teaching

Students
Social utility value

74

“Teach children to think critically for themselves.
Get them excited about life and learning!”

Intrinsic career

27

“I love working with children.”

1

“My family are (sic) all teachers and I want to

value
Personal utility

coach.”

value
Ability

1

“I feel that I am in my place when I am teaching.”

Prior teaching and

4

“I want to give back what was given to me.”

Social influences

2

“My mum was a teacher.”

Fallback career

0

No responses.

Unclassified

3

“To make a difference in my career choices.”

learning
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Table 2.8
FIT-Choice survey and open-ended coding comparison
Open

FIT-Choice Category

Ended

Survey

Survey

Mean

response

Coding

order

Rank
1

Social utility value

6.11

3

2

Intrinsic career value

6.60

1

3

Prior teaching and learning

6.27

2

4

Social influences

4.80

5

5

Ability

6.07

4

6

Personal utility value

4.19

6

7

Fallback

1.87

7
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Appendix B

Table 3.1: Continuum of self-determination
Extrinsic Motivation

Amotivation

External
Regulation

Introjected
Regulation

Identified Integrated
Regulation Regulation

Figure 3.1
Global
Motivation
Scale

Contextual why students
choose
teaching

Situational
Motivation
Measures

Intrinsic
Motivation
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Table 3.2: Correlation Table for Hypothesis One
GMS
GMS

Pearson
Corr.
Sig 2
tailed
BPNSPearson
autonomy
Corr.
Sig 2
tailed
BPNSPearson
competence Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed
BPNSPearson
relatedness Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed
LCQ
Pearson
Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed
SIMS
Pearson
Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed

1

.14

BPNSBPNSBPNSLCQ
SIMS
autonomy competence relatedness
.14
.20+
.23*
.323** .23*
.23

.09

.05

.006

.05

1

.80**

.71**

.74**

.55**

.00

.00

.00

.00

1

.50**

.66**

.61**

.00

.00

.00

1

.39**

.20+

.00

.09

1

.59**

.23
.20+

.80**

.09

.00

.23*

.71**

.50**

.05

.00

.00

.32** .74**

.66**

.39**

.006

.00

.00

.00

.23*

.55**

.61**

.20+

.59**

.05

.00

.00

.09

.00

.00
1
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Table 3.3: Descriptive Statistics for Basic Psychological Needs
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Standard
Dev.

BPNS – aut

72

1.57

6.86

4.50

.98

BPNS –

72

1.33

6.83

4.54

1.03

72

1.38

7.00

5.06

1.06

comp
BPNS – rel

99
Figures 3.2a, 3.2b, and 3.2c
Scatterplot of GMS and BPNS-autonomy

Scatterplot of GMS and BPNS-competence

100
Sctterplot of GMS and BPNS-relatedness
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Table 3.4: Correlations between FIT-Choice and situational variables
BPNS
-aut
BPNSautonomy

BPNScompetenc
e

BPNSrelatedness

LCQ

SIMS

FC ability

FC icv

FC suv

FC ptl

FC si

Pearso
n
Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed
Pearso
n Corr.

1

Sig. 2
tailed
Pearso
n Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed
Pearso
n Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed
Pearso
n Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed
Pearso
n Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed
Pearso
n Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed
Pearso
n Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed
Pearso
n Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed
Pearso
n Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed

.00

.80**

BPNS
-comp

BPNS
related

LCQ

SIM
S

FCabilit
y

FCicv

FCsuv

FCptl

FC
-si

1

.71**

.50**

1

.00

.00

.74**

.66**

.39**

.00

.00

.00

.55**

.61**

.20+

.00

.00

.15

1

1

.09

.59*
*
.00

.13

.15

.18

.19

.21

.29

.21

.12

.11

.36**

.24*

.43**

.04

.00

.31*
*
.00

.47**

.00

.36*
*
.00

.42**

.34**

.46**

.00

.00

.36*
*
.00

.52**

.00

.46*
*
.00

.22

.16

.24*

.30*

.06

.23

.07

.17

.04

.01

.63

.29*

.33**

.17

.30*

.01

.00

.15

.01

1

1

.00
.68*
*
.00

1

.45*
*
.00

1

.05

.40*
*
.00

.21

.39**

.25*

.28*

.07

.00

.04

.02

.26
*
.03

.00

1
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Table 3.5: Correlations of Contextual Variables with GMS

FC icv

FC suv

FC ptl

FC si

GMS

Pearson
Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed
Pearson
Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed
Pearson
Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed
Pearson
Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed
Pearson
Corr.
Sig. 2
tailed

FC icv
1

FC suv

.68**

1

FC ptl

FC si

GMS

.00
.40**

.45**

1

.00

.00

.25*

.28*

.26*

.04

.02

.03

.40**

.51**

.26*

.03

.00

.00

.03

.78

1

1

Figures 3.3a-3.3j: Mediation models for social utility value and intrinsic career value
from GMS to the situational variables.
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Table 3.6
Intrinsic Career Value and Overall Situational Motivation
R2

F value df

df

between within
Step 1

.06

5.86*

1

70

Step 2

.17

8.06

2

69

R2

F

df

df

change

change

between

within

.11

9.55**

1

69

Figure 3.4 showing FC-ICV mediating path from GMS to OSM
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Table 3.7
Social Utility Value and Overall Situational Motivation
R2

F value

df

df

between within
Step

.06

5.86*

1

70

.23

11.58*** 2

69

R2
change

F change

df

df

between within

1

Step

.17

16.03*** 1

2

Figure 3.5 Showing FC-SUV mediating the path from GMS to OSM

69
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Appendix C
Questionnaires administered to participants
Demographic Questionnaire
Name
Gender
Birthdate
Age
Are you Hispanic or Latino/Latina? Yes

No

Please indicate which one or ones of these racial groups apply to you






American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
White

Purdue email
Secondary email in case we are unable to reach you via Purdue email
High School Grade Point Average
SAT Score – if taken
ACT Score – if taken
Are you interested in teaching elementary or middle/high school?
If you indicated elementary, which grade are you most interested in teaching?
If you indicated middle/high school, which subject are you planning to teach?
Set 1
This set of surveys was administered in September of 2014

Global Motivation Scale
General attitudes

108
Indicate to what extent each of the following statements corresponds generally to the
reasons why you do different things. Use the following scale, from 1 to 7, and circle the
number which most closely matches how you feel.
Does not
correspond
accordingly
1

Corresponds
moderately

2

3

4

Corresponds
completely

5

6

7

In general, I do things…
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

…in order to feel pleasant emotions
…because I do not want to disappoint certain people
…in order to help myself become the person I aim to be
…because I like making interesting discoveries
…because I would beat myself up for not doing them
…because of the pleasure I feel as I become more and
more skilled
... although I do not see the benefit in what I am doing
... because of the sense of well-being I feel while I am
doing them
... because I want to be viewed more positively by
certain people
... because I chose them as means to attain my objectives
... for the pleasure of acquiring new knowledge
... because otherwise I would feel guilty for not doing
them
... for the pleasure I feel mastering what I am doing
…although it does not make a difference whether I do
them or not
... for the pleasant sensations I feel while I am doing
them
…in order to show others what I am capable of
... because I chose them in order to attain what I desire
... for the pleasure of learning new, interesting things
…because I force myself to do them
... because of the satisfaction I feel in trying to excel in
what I do
... even though I do not have a good reason for doing
them
... for the enjoyable feelings I experience
... in order to attain prestige

1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

109
24 ... because I choose to invest myself in what is important
to me
25 ... for the pleasure of learning different interesting facts
26 ... because I would feel bad if I do not do them
27 ... because of the pleasure I feel outdoing myself
28 ... even though I believe they are not worth the trouble

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7

Factors Influencing Teaching Choice
Briefly state your main reason for becoming a teacher:

For each statement below, please rate how important it was in YOUR decision to become
a teacher, from 1 (not at all important in your decision) to 7 (extremely important in your
decision)
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57

I am interested in teaching
Part-time teaching could allow more family time
My friends think I should become a teacher
As a teacher I will have lengthy holidays
I have the qualities of a good teacher
Teaching allows me to provide a service to society
Teaching will be a useful job for me to have when
travelling
Teaching will allow me to shave child/adolescent
values
I want to help children/adolescents learn
I was unsure of what career I wanted
I like teaching
I want a job that involves working with
children/adolescents
Teaching will offer a steady career path
Teaching hours will fit with the responsibilities of
having a family
I have had inspirational teachers
As a teacher I will have a short working day
I have good teaching skills
Teachers make a worthwhile social contribution
A teaching certificate is recognized everywhere
Teaching will allow me to influence the next
generation
My family thinks I should become a teacher

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

110
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75

I want to work in a child/adolescent-centered
environment
Teaching will provide a reliable income
School holidays will fit in with family commitments
I have had good teachers as role-models
Teaching enables me to give back to society
I was not accepted into my first-choice career
Teaching will allow me to raise the ambitions of
underprivileged youth
I like working with children/adolescents
Teaching will be a secure job
I have had positive learning experiences
People I’ve worked with think I should become a
teacher
Teaching is a career suited to my abilities
A teaching job will allow me to choose where I
wish to live
I chose teaching as a last-resort career
Teaching will allow me to benefit the socially
disadvantaged
Teaching is a fulfilling career
Teaching will allow me to have an impact on
children/adolescents
Teaching will allow me to work against social
disadvantage

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Beliefs about teaching
For each question below, please rate the extent to which YOU agree it is true about
teaching, from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely). Please indicate the number that best
describes your agreement for each.
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84

Do you think teaching is well paid?
Do you think teachers have a heavy workload?
Do you think teachers earn a good salary?
Do you believe teachers are perceived as
professionals?
Do you think teachers have high morale?
Do you think teaching is a highly skilled
occupation?
Do you think teaching is highly demanding?
Do you believe teaching is perceived as a highstatus occupation?
Do you think teachers feel valued by society?

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

111
85
86
87
88
89
90

Do you think teaching requires high levels of expert
knowledge?
Do you think teaching is hard work?
Do you believe teaching is a well-respected career?
Do you think teachers feel their occupation has high
social status?
Do you think teachers need high levels of technical
knowledge?
Do you think teachers need highly specialized
knowledge?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

6
6
6

7
7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

YOUR Decision to become a teacher
For each question below, please rate the extent to which it is true for YOU, from 1 (not at
all) to 7 (extremely). Please indicate the number that best describes your agreement for
each.
91

How carefully have you thought about becoming a
teacher?
92 Were you encouraged to pursue careers other than
teaching?
93 How satisfied are you with your choice of
becoming a teacher?
94 Did others tell you teaching was not a good career
choice?
95 How happy are you with your decision to become a
teacher?
96 Did others influence you to consider careers other
than teaching?
Set Two

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

This set of questionnaires was administered in December of 2014
Learning Climate Questionnaire (LCQ)
Feelings I have
Not at all
true

Somewhat
true

Very true

7

1

2
3
4
5
1
I feel that my instructor provides me choices and
options

6
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

112
2
3
4
5
6

I feel understood by my instructor
My instructor conveyed confidence in my ability to
do well in the course
My instructor encouraged me to ask questions
My instructor listens to how I would like to do
things
My instructor tries to understand how I see things
before suggesting a new way to do things

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Basic Psychological Needs Scale
Feelings I have
Not at all
true
1
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Somewhat
true
2

3

4

Very true

5

I feel like I can make a lot of inputs in deciding how
my coursework gets done
I feel pressured in this course
I am free to express my ideas and opinions in this
course
When I am in this course, I have to do what I am
told
My feelings are taken into consideration in this
course
I feel like I can pretty much be myself in this course
There is not much opportunity for me to decide for
myself how to go about my coursework
I do not feel very competent in this course
People in this course tell me I am good at what I do
I have been able to learn interesting new skills in
this course
Most days I feel a sense of accomplishment from
this course
In this course I do not get much of a chance to show
how capable I am
I often do not feel very capable in this course
I really like the people in this course
I get along with the people in this course
I pretty much keep to myself when in this course

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

6
6
6

7
7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7

113
23
24
25

I consider the people in this course to be my friends
People in this course care about me
There are not many people in this course that I am
close to
The people in this course do not seem to like me
much
People in this course are pretty friendly to me

26
27

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

6
6
6

7
7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Situational Motivation Scale (SIMS)
For the following questions, please consider your reasons for taking this education course
you have just completed.
Please use the following scale
Does not
correspo
nd at all

Correspon
ds very
little

1

Correspon
ds a little

3

Moderatel Correspon
y
ds enough
correspon
ds
5

2
4
Why are you currently engaged in this course?
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

Because I think that this course is interesting
Because I am doing it for my own good
Because I am supposed to do it
There may be good reasons for taking this
course, but personally I do not see any
Because I think this course is pleasant
Because I think that this course is good for me
Because it is something that I have to do
I am taking this course but I am not sure if it is
worth it
Because this course is fun
By personal decision
Because I don’t have any choice
I don’t know; I don’t see what this course brings
me
Because I feel good when I am taking this course
Because I believe that this course is important for
me
Because I feel that I have to do it

Correspon
ds a lot

Correspon
ds exactly

6

7

114
37

I am taking this course, but I’m am not sure it is
a good thing to pursue
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Incoming Education Students…

You are invited!
Researchers want to learn more about college students who are
in their first year of teacher training. That means we’re hoping
that you’ll share your thoughts with us.
This project involves answering on-line surveys
three times during this school year.

Please join the Preservice Teacher
Research Project!
What will I do? You’ll complete surveys 3 times: at the start of Fall Semester,
at the end of Fall Semester, and at the end of Spring Semester. Each set of
surveys will take about 30-45 minutes to complete. The surveys will be
conducted on-line. We’ll email you the link, and send a follow-up reminder each
time.
What are the risks? Being part of the study is completely voluntary – you
can opt out at any time. We’ll only use your email to send you links and remind
you of the study. And, your responses will not be stored with your name or your
campus ID number.
What do I get out of it?
 The knowledge that you are helping us understand more about college
students who enter teacher education programs.
 The satisfaction of helping a Purdue student – and former school teacher
– complete her dissertation.
 A $5 gift card for each round of surveys you complete. One survey = 1 gift
card. Two surveys = 2 gift cards. Three surveys = 3 gift cards.
Questions?
Please contact Jenny Moss, doctoral candidate in Educational Psychology at
765-463-1582 or at moss16@purdue.edu
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VITA
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VITA

Education

Purdue University, West Lafayette, Indiana





PhD Student in Educational Studies
Recipient of the Frederick N. Andrews Fellowship
Program focus: Educational Psychology, Motivation
Coursework: emotional and social development in school, advanced research
methods, collaborative education, and professional writing

Oregon State University, Corvallis, Oregon




PhD Student in Human Development and Family Sciences
Program focus: Early Childhood Development, Self-Regulation
Coursework: theories of development, life course, statistics, early childhood
development, adolescent development, family theories, and qualitative methods

University of Wisconsin Milwaukee, Milwaukee, Wisconsin




MS in Educational Psychology, 2010.
Program focus: Learning and Development, concentration in motivation.
Coursework: advanced statistics, motivation, personality, life span human
development, infant and early childhood human development, and cognitive
psychology.

Northwestern University, Evanston, Illinois



BA in English Literature, 1989
Earned secondary 6th -12th grade English teaching certificate.
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Research

Measures of Effective Teaching (MOET)


Using video data collected for the Scientific Literacy Project (SLP), we are rating
teaching effectiveness with several measures. I am working with this project
currently as my assistantship.

Multi-national Examination of Autonomy Support and Control among Teachers


Examination of teacher endorsement of autonomy supportive and controlling
behaviors in several cultures, including both Montessori public school and
traditional public school teachers in the United States of America. Project was
headed by Johnmarshall Reeve.

Master’s Thesis: Training the teachers: Autonomy support and engagement in prekindergarten.


Examined whether Montessori and traditional pre-kindergarten public school
teachers demonstrate increased engagement as result. Key findings: Montessori
teachers demonstrated a ceiling effect in their autonomy supportive teaching;
When increased engagement was observed, the traditional had teachers increased
structure while the Montessori teachers had increased autonomy support.

Publications

Reeve, J., Vansteenkiste, M., Assor, A., Ahmad, I., Cheon, S. H., Jang, H., Kaplan, H., Moss, J.
D., Olaussen, B. S., Wang, C. K. J. (2013) The beliefs that underlie autonomy-supportive and
controlling teaching: A multinational investigation. Motivation and Emotion. doi:
10.1007/s11031-013-9367-0
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Patrick, H., Gentry, M., Moss, J.D., & McIntosh, J.S. (2015) Understanding gifted and talented
students’ motivation. In F. Dixon and S. Moon (Eds.) The Handbook of Secondary Gifted
Education (185-209). Waco, TX: Prufrock Press

Stonebraker, I., Robertshaw, M.B., & Moss, J.D. (In Press) Student see versus student do: A

comparative study of two online tutorials. Tech Trends.

Professional Organizational Development Network Conference, November 2015


Increasing SoTL via Annotated Bibliography and Curated LibGuide. Poster presented
process of creating an annotated bibliography and working with librarians to create
accessible ways to for faculty to begin to take advantage of the bibliographic resources.
The purpose of the work was to increase faculty output in Scholarship of Teaching and
Learning (SoTL). Joint effort with Michael Flierl, Purdue Libraries.

International Self-Determination Theory Conference, June 2013


The Rise of Structure: Comparing teacher behaviors from Indiana’s RISE to selfdetermination theory. Poster discussed how the newly created RISE compares to the
Rating Scales from self-determination theory and the potential consequences of
promoting structure and management over autonomy supportive teacher behavior.

Joint Canadian Montessori Conference, November 2012


Invited by the Canadian Association of Montessori Teachers (CAMT) and the Canadian
Council for Montessori Administrators (CCMA) to present poster of Autonomy Support
in Montessori and Traditional Prekindergarten Settings

Sixth Self Biennial Conference, June 2011


Autonomy Support in Prekindergarten. Viewed levels of autonomy support and teacher
structure on student engagement. Also discussed possibility that prekindergarten teachers
are more autonomy supportive than high school teachers.

American Montessori Society National Conference, March 2011
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Autonomy Support in Montessori and Traditional Prekindergarten Settings. Poster
included ways teachers might include more autonomy support in their classroom
practices

International Self-Determination Theory Conference, May 2010


Training the teachers: Autonomy support and engagement in prekindergarten. Poster
presentation highlighting conclusions from my master’s thesis project.

American Montessori Society National Conference, March 2008


What Do I Do Next: Organization through visual schedules and work plans. Ninety
minute workshop designed to help classroom teachers increase students' autonomy and
self-efficacy through aiding appropriate student work choices.

Consultations
Oregon Coast Aquarium, Newport, Oregon, January 2011, January 2012



Come Play with Me: A Discussion of How Children Play and the Implications for
Programs. I consulted with the education and senior staff about the stages of cognitive
development and play and how various activities were appropriate across different age
categories in preparation for their new children’s exhibit. Second installment focused on
engagement among 7-12 year-old children.

Service




Served as student member of search committee for the endowed Hicks Chair, Purdue
University
Reviewed articles for Motivation and Emotion and Contemporary Educational
Psychology
Graduate Student Campus Liaison for American Education Research Association at
Oregon State University
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Affiliations







Society for the Study of Motivation
Society for Research in Education Effectiveness
American Educational Research Association
National Association for the Education of Young Children
American Montessori Society

Teaching Certifications and Awards





Illinois Certified Level (highest level): Elementary (K – 9th grade), Secondary English,
6th to 12th grade.
Wisconsin Professional Level (highest level): Early Childhood Special Education (birth
to age 8), and Secondary English.
Montessori Primary (2 ½ to 6 years old), certified by American Montessori Society
ETS Recognition of Excellence for PRAXIS II: earned score in the top 15% of all
candidates nationwide between 1998 and 2003.

Selected Academic Employment

Purdue University, Fall 2013, Teaching assistant, Creating and Managing Learning
Environments






Taught weekly, two-hour recitation section of 22 students
Covered and expanded upon lecture material
Graded student work to monitor for understanding
Integrated students’ field experiences into their understanding of creating and managing a
classroom
Attended weekly teaching assistant meetings and all lectures

Purdue University, 2012-present, Research assistant, Measures of Effective Teaching






Coordinate training for graduate and undergraduate student
Monitor inter-rater reliability
Review and file data
Code videos using various observation instruments
Attend weekly team meetings

Oregon State University, 2011-2012, Instructor of record , Children and Youth with
Special
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Needs




Taught upper-division undergraduates in person and on-line
Created supportive environments that encouraged sharing and mutual support among
students, earning high marks on student evaluations.
Incorporated students’ experiences with exceptional education and tailored course
objectives to meet students’ future career needs

Oregon State University, 2010-2011, Research assistant



Drafted documents for IRB approval
Trained undergraduates for screening preschool students and participated in screenings of
preschoolers

Selected Teaching Employment







Milwaukee Public Schools, Milwaukee, Wisconsin 2004 to 2010. Early childhood
special education teacher.
Garfield Elementary School, Maywood, Illinois. 2003-2004. Fourth grade teacher.
Alcuin Montessori School, Oak Park, Illinois. 2001-2003. Primary Montessori teacher.
Movin' Groovin' Playtime, Brookfield, Illinois. 1998-2002. Created and taught parentchild music and movement program.
Addison Trail High School, 1989-1990, Freshman and Sophomore English teacher

